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Abstract
Meadows, Emily Warren. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August 2014. A
Model for Educating and Training School Counselor Directors. Major Professor:
Richard James, Ph. D.
This dissertation explores the educational and training opportunities available to
those who are pursuing employment as a school counselor director. The primary focus
was to examine the participants’ educational experiences, as well as what they consider
are requisite knowledge and skills to be an effective school counselor director. In spite
of the American School Counselor Association providing a justification for school
counselor directors, as well as a description of the roles and functions of this crucial
position, currently there are no national standards for educating or training school
counselor directors.
This study employed a mixed-method research design to investigate the research
questions, using both qualitative and quantitative methods of collecting, analyzing, and
representing data. Qualitative methods were utilized to initiate the research study and
were then triangulated with quantitative methods to provide evidentiary support for the
findings. This study applied four methods of data collection: personal journals, a focus
group, a national survey, and document analysis.
The analysis of both the qualitative and quantitative data suggests that there are
statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) between what the participants believe are
the requisite knowledge and skills for their positions as school counselor directors and
the degree to which their educational programs prepared them for these skills.
Additionally, this study offers a recommended model program for educating and
training school counselor directors through a school counselor leadership certification
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program. This certification program is a hybrid program that draws both from
educational leadership and administration as well as advanced counseling courses that
could be implemented as a component of a degree program or as an individual
certification track.
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A Model for Educating and Training School Counselor Directors
The education system in the United States is one of extraordinary magnitude, not
only due to its role in both local and national politics, but also due to the number of
people it serves. This is evidenced by the 2013-2014 academic year, which has
approximately 50 million primary and secondary students attending more than 99,000
public schools; private schools will account for an additional 5.2 million students
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2013). In Tennessee alone, there are 1,797
public primary and secondary schools that host 993,256 students and 65,105 full-time
teachers (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013).
A variety of associations have been formed in an effort to regulate and support the
education system. These associations have constructed standards for numerous aspects of
primary and secondary education including curriculum, instruction, and the development
of the professionals. Organizations such as the National Policy Board for Education
Administration (NPBEA), the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation
(CACEP), the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC), and the American
School Counselor Association (ASCA) have published standards and indicators for
educating, training, and evaluating those employed in the field of education. These
standards and indicators provide safeguards and accountability for the teachers, school
counselors, principals, and superintendents to provide a quality education for the 55
million students currently enrolled in schools.
Although standards have been established for the education and training of many
school and district-level educators, the position of school counselor director at the
district-level has been generally overlooked. The American School Counselor
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Association does, however, offer a detailed account of the roles and functions it believes
are critical to a district or state-level school counselor director. The American School
Counselor Association provides the following statement as the rationale for and
expectations of this vital position:
The development and implementation of comprehensive school counseling
programs requires a collaborative effort among well-trained, highly competent
professional school counselors. School counselor directors/coordinators ensure
that highly qualified school counselors are hired, professional development,
consultation and supervision are provided, and that school counselors are
evaluated in relationship to the professional competencies as outlined by the
ASCA National Model. School counselor directors/coordinators also provide
leadership for the development and implementation of an effective comprehensive
school counseling program. Their efforts include promoting or coordinating the
design, delivery, evaluation and improvement of comprehensive school
counseling programs in a systematic manner to improve the academics,
attendance, and behavior of all students. (ASCA, 2013, “Why School Counseling
Directors/Coordinators?,” para. 6)
Statement of the Problem
Although ASCA is clear about the need for, and description of, a school counselor
director, it has not provided standards for how to educate or train for such a position.
Additionally, there has been limited research on what type of education and training may
be needed to produce employees who meet these exemplary criteria. Instead, research has
focused on the professional development of school counselors and school counselor
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supervision within the context of master’s-level clinical experience (Baird, 2011;
Dollarhide & Miller, 2006; Studer & Oberman, 2006).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this mixed-method study is to examine the existing education and
training opportunities available to those who are attempting to pursue a career as a school
counselor director at the district-level. The researcher’s intent is to explore the
participants’ educational and training experiences, as well as what they believe are the
requisite knowledge and skills to be an effective school counselor director.
Research Questions
The researcher examined what are the needed education and training criteria to
generate the caliber of school counselor director advocated by ASCA. Primarily, this
study was implemented to explore the following research questions:
1. What knowledge and skills are needed to be an effective school counselor
director?
2. How congruent is the educational training received by school counselor directors
to the needed knowledge and skills to be effective in their position?
3. How do factors, including the number of years as a school counselor, the number
of years as a school counselor director, and the type of education received, impact
current school counselor directors’ beliefs regarding Research Questions 1 and 2?
4. What do current counselor educators believe are the opportunities or limitations to
meet the educational needs of school counselor directors?
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5. Given synthesized findings from Research Questions 1-4, the following question
was generated: What pedagogy and clinical training would a model program that
trained school counselor directors include?
Overview of Methodology
The investigator utilized a mixed-methodology research approach to investigate
the central research questions using both qualitative and quantitative methods of
collecting, analyzing, and representing data. Many researchers have recognized the value
of a mixed-methods approach and there are currently more than 40 types of mixedmethods designs (Creswell, 2012). Qualitative methods were used as the initial
methodology and then were supplemented with quantitative methods of collecting and
analyzing data.
Population and sample. The population of this study included district-level
school counseling directors. The sample of participants in this research study included
district-level school counselor directors and counselor educators from a university in the
Mid-South. The participants varied in race, ethnicity, gender, physical limitations, and
age. The researcher did not attempt to control for these demographic variables.
Participants also had a minimum of a Master’s degree in a field related to counseling.
Data Collection and Analysis. The researcher utilized a mixed-methods
approach to investigate the central research questions. The qualitative component utilized
constructivist grounded theory as the methodology. Because the research study had a
qualitative component, the participants were chosen via purposeful sampling methods.
The criteria for inclusion were that the participants were currently employed in a school
counselor director role within a public or private school system or as counselor educator
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at a university in the Mid-South. This study included three qualitative methods of data
collection: personal journals of the investigator’s experiences as a school counselor
director intern, a focus group, and document analysis. This study also contained one
quantitative method of data collection: a national survey of school counselor directors.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are here defined in regard to the Research Questions and
research design.


Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): statistical test used to analyze the differences
among three or more group means



Categorizing: the analytic process of selecting and condensing the most pertinent
codes into a category to assist in the development of a theory or model



Coding: the process of labeling segments of data for analysis



Constructivist grounded theory: a division of grounded theory that was developed
by Charmaz (2006) which supports the interaction between the researcher and the
participants



Epistemology: how people know what they know and how they define truth and
acquisition of knowledge



Focused coding: selecting the most frequent or vital initial codes to organize data
components



Greenhouse-Geiser Correction: procedure that is used to adjust the degrees of
freedom of the F-distribution when the assumption of sphericity has been violated
in a repeated measures ANOVA
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Grounded theory: a methodology utilized in qualitative inquiry that takes an
inductive approach to collecting and analyzing data with the purpose of
developing a theory or model



Initial coding: the first level of coding where the researcher assigns meaning to
sections of data



Line-by-line coding: a type of coding that assigns each line of written qualitative
data with a code



Mauchly’s W: statistical test used to validated a repeated measures one-way
ANOVA by assessing sphericity



Memos: notes accumulated throughout the research process that record what the
researcher is experiencing or learning from the data



Mixed-methods research design: a research methodology that utilizes both
quantitative and qualitative forms of data collection and analysis



School counselor director: a person who is employed at the district-level of a
school system and is responsible for the supervision of school counselors within
that district



Sphericity: assumption of a Repeated Measures ANOVA. The condition of
sphericity is met when the variances of the differences among all levels of the
independent variable are equal

Significance of the Study
There were several potential benefits of participating in this study. On a macro
level, participant responses provided insight into the specialized field of school counselor
leadership. A deeper understanding of this area can be used to advocate for the
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development of educational opportunities, including meeting the leadership mandates of
the 2009 Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs
standards and to train graduate students interested in pursuing this counseling specialty.
The position of school counselor director is vital to the success of implementing and
maintaining comprehensive school counseling programs within each elementary, middle,
and secondary school. A comprehensive school counseling program has major impacts on
each child’s academic, vocational, and social development (Beale, 2004; Borders &
Drury, 1992; Poynton, Carlson, Hopper, & Carey, 2006; Whitson & Sexton, 1998).
Therefore, this study may not only contribute to the growth of the field of school
counselor leadership but also might influence the development of professional school
counselors, which directly impacts the 55 million students currently enrolled in primary
and secondary schools within the United States.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Overview
The American School Counselor Association (ASCA) is the division of the
American Counseling Association that supports the professional and ethical development
of professional school counselors. It published the ASCA National Model (2012b), which
provides a framework for a comprehensive school counseling program that includes four
quadrants: Foundation, Delivery, Management, and Accountability. The National Model
also offers a detailed account of the role and function of a professional school counselor,
as well as school counselor competencies. It specifically addresses how the proper use of
a professional school counselor and implementation of a comprehensive school
counseling program can enhance the education of the whole student at the elementary,
middle, or high school level (ASCA, 2005).
The American School Counselor Association acknowledges the necessity of
district-level school counselor directors. It states that a school counselor director provides
support for the development, implementation, and maintenance of a comprehensive
school counseling program at each school within its jurisdiction (ASCA, 2013). School
counselor directors also provide leadership at the district, state, and national levels to
advocate for the employment of highly qualified school counselors, availability of
continued education and supervision, and employment evaluation based on the ASCA
National Model (2012b).
Although ASCA discusses the necessity of school counselor directors and even
outlines the roles and functions of this position, it does not provide any direction
regarding the most effective methods of education and training for this position. The
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dearth in research has allowed a lack of current national standards for educating and
training school counselor directors. Instead, researchers have dedicated their attention to
examining the formation of master’s-level school counselors.
Numerous studies have been conducted regarding the preparation of school
counselors in primary and secondary settings (Baird, 2011; Dollarhide & Miller, 2006;
Matthes, 1992). Included in this research area are studies that focus on field experiences
of school counselors during their master’s programs. Additionally, research has been
done that examines the perceptions of school counselor effectiveness, as well as the
usefulness of available supervision (Borders & Usher, 1992; Henderson & Lampe, 1992).
During a school counseling master’s education program, there is ample supervision, both
on-site and through the university, during the practicum and internship field experiences
(Bradley & Kottler, 2001; Peterson & Deuschle, 2006; Studer & Oberman, 2006).
However, it has been noted that clinical supervision of school counselors post-graduation
has not been utilized in the most effective way (Barrett & Schmidt, 1986; Linton &
Deuschle, 2006). Several studies have examined the reason behind the lack of effective
supervision within a school setting. Some studies suggest that there is incongruence
between the daily tasks of school counselors and models of clinical supervision most
often utilized (Luke, Ellis, & Bernard, 2011; Przytula, 2008). There also appears to be
limited research on whether school counselor directors are being provided “best
practices” methods of formal education and training for their positions.
Although it is vital to continue to conduct research on the development of
professional school counselors, researchers must also allocate attention to explore what
resources are needed to educate and train a school counselor director to the standards set
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forth by ASCA and to determine whether opportunities currently exist to receive this
education and training. When investigating the current literature on professional
development of school counselor directors, this study focused on three components:
curriculum, leadership, and supervision.
Curriculum
Curriculum can be disaggregated into coursework, clinical experiences, and
continuing education. Due to the absence of national or even state standards, with the
exception of New Jersey (State of New Jersey Department of Education, 2013), there is a
lack of consistency among educational program requirements for the preparation of
school counselor directors. Additionally, the responsibility of developing educational
requirements for employment of a school counselor director is forced on individual
school districts. Although a doctoral program in counselor education may seem like an
obvious solution, it may not meet the unique components of this specialized position.
There is limited opportunity for the development of clinical skills in school
counseling at the doctoral level. A counselor education doctoral student has few options
regarding practicum and internship opportunities in the area of school counseling. If
doctoral students elect a school counseling practicum or internship, they will most likely
be repeating a similar experience to that of their master’s program, which has little to do
with supervision. Another option for doctoral students would be a research or teachingbased internship. A most beneficial possibility would be a leadership internship, recently
approved by the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational
Programs (CACREP), with a practicing school counselor director.
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Attending continuing education opportunities is another method of gaining
proficiency of the knowledge and skills needed to be an effective school counselor
director. Conferences sponsored by the American Counseling Association (ACA), the
American School Counselor Association (ASCA), and the Association for Counselor
Education and Supervision (ACES), as well as their respective state or regional divisions,
host presentations that address issues related to school counselor directors. The Texas
Counseling Association has been at the forefront of this field by hosting the Directors of
Guidance Conference, an annual conference which targets this specialized niche of
school counseling (Texas Counseling Association, 2013). In addition, ASCA offers the
ASCA SCENE, which is a networking resource for its members that includes the
specialty group, District Directors, for school counselor directors (ASCA, 2014).
Leadership
Leadership is another major factor in the education and training of school
counselor directors. Leadership within a school setting has been a point of discussion for
more than a decade. Since the inception of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001,
accountability within the education field has drastically increased. The implementation of
this policy has prompted many educators and researchers to state that the United States is
now in an era of educational accountability and reform (Barnett, 2005; Harris, 2002;
Zirkel, 2012). This reform movement has led to the investigation of the education field in
a multitude of areas, including administrator preparation programs. The structure of
preparation programs, such as administrative certification, master’s programs, or doctoral
programs, have been examined. Some researchers have noted that certification tracks and
master’s degrees are inadequate regarding the depth of education and training needed to
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be an effective building or district-level administrator (Baker, Orr, & Young, 2007;
Kottkamp, 2010; Zirkel, 2012). Regardless of reform efforts in the 1990s and early
2000s, the U.S. Department of Education has criticized these administrative preparation
programs and has beckoned for a more applicable mode of leadership formation (2005).
Researchers, practitioners, and policy makers have critiqued educational
leadership programs for having a theoretically-based curriculum without a strong applied
component (Brent & Haller, 1998; Caffarella, 2002; Levine, 2005). They argue that there
should be a distinction between programs that prepare a candidate with theoretical
educational leadership for policy makers and with applied educational leadership for
building or district-level administrators. Young (2006) advocates for a practitioner-based
doctorate of education in educational leadership targeted to building and district-level
administrators. She proposes a program that substitutes the development of portfolios as a
method of assessment rather than comprehensive exams, a leadership rather than teaching
or research internship, and action research or program evaluation rather than original
research for the dissertation.
Instructional leadership. The infrastructure of leadership programs has failed to
reach consensus on best practices to prepare future administrators to operate in an era of
school reform. Consequently, the style of leadership that is taught and developed in
candidates in these programs is under review. Leadership styles within the education field
have experienced reform efforts in the past. During the 1980s, researchers and
educational leaders developed “instructional leadership” as the recommended style of
leadership (Hallinger, 2005). Instructional leadership focuses on the development of
curriculum content and instructional skills of each teacher as the two most influential
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factors in student learning. Instructional leadership has evolved during the past several
decades and currently involves collaboration between three levels: district-level
administrators, building-level administrators, and teachers. One vital factor of
instructional leadership is having well-trained professionals in curriculum and instruction
at all three levels (Elmore, 2000; King, 2002; Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2000).
Instructional leadership is comprised of the following components: constructing a
framework that prioritizes teacher instruction and student achievement; utilizing
evidenced-based research techniques; aligning curriculum, instruction, and assessments
with educational standards such as the Common Core State Standards; collecting and
analyzing data pertinent to student achievement; and professional development
opportunities for teachers and administrators (Hallinger, 2003).
Although instructional leadership has been the dominant leadership style within
the field of education for nearly 30 years, the pressures of accountability are prompting
scholars to continue to challenge the status quo and to seek the most effective methods of
leadership (Hallinger, 2003). As a result, two innovative leadership styles have
developed: managerial leadership and transformational leadership. These two styles differ
in their approaches to how leadership is best developed and how leadership can be
utilized to have the maximum impact on student learning and achievement.
Managerial leadership. Those who support a managerial leadership style believe
that the education industry would benefit from modeling after the business industry. They
state that the escalated accountability of building and district-level administrators has led
to an increase of tasks similar to those who manage in a traditional private business
setting (Leithwood, 1992; Marzano, Waters, & McNutty, 2005). These responsibilities
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include supervising personnel, managing financial budgets, collaborating with
stakeholders, competing in an open market, and establishing strategic goals. For example,
educational administrators are tasked with hiring and evaluating a variety of personnel
including other administrators, teachers, counselors, and administrative assistants. They
must also manage the operational budget of their schools or districts. Another similarity
between the private business industry and the current state of K-12 education is openmarket competition. With the rise of charter schools, the Cristo Rey Catholic initiative for
low-income students, and the school voucher system, public schools have had an increase
in competition. Lastly, administrators, like chief executive officers, are charged with
developing and implementing a strategic plan for their organizations (Marzano, 2003;
Marzano et al., 2005; Sergiovanni, 1998).
The managerial leadership style also emphasizes fiscal accountability. The
National Center for Educational Statistics (2013) reported that during the 2011-2012
academic year, the revenue for public primary and secondary schools exceeded 520
billion dollars. The magnitude of this responsibility has spurred scholars to focus on the
fiduciary component of the education system. They propose that the education system
should operate as an industry with a “bottom line” focus similar to any organization of its
financial and organizational size. However, opponents of this leadership style state that
the education system, while it should operate as an industry, is more complex than a
traditional business organization (McIllhatton, Johnson, & Holden, 1993; Sharpe, 1989).
Childress, Elmore, and Grossman (2006) recognize the differences in stakeholders,
services, cultural, and external political factors that are present in the public education
industry that are not typically present in a private business setting. They acknowledge the
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students as the primary stakeholders and staff members who are providing services to
students as secondary stakeholders.
Transformational leadership. Fullan (2005) acknowledges the human service
component of the education industry. His research has been in support of the
transformational leadership movement developed by Burns (1978). Burns contends that
transformational leadership can be experienced when leaders use modeling, motivation,
and affirmation to empower followers to perform at higher levels. Transformational
leadership was expanded by Bass (1985) to include a method of assessing this type of
leadership. Currently, transformational leadership is used to enact change on four levels:
idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual
consideration. A transformational leader who has idealized influence is an exemplary role
model and is well-respected by staff members. Inspirational motivation is used when a
leader is able to motivate staff members to commit to the organization’s mission and
vision. A leader utilizes intellectual stimulation to inspire creativity and innovation when
enacting change. Individual consideration is implemented when a leader supports each
staff member to achieve individual goals that benefit both the staff member and the entire
organization (Bass & Avolio, 1994).
Employing the core strategies of transformational leadership allows
administrators to establish an environment that encourages individual growth that
mutually benefits the organization (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2005).
When staff members align to the organization’s mission and feel validated, they tend to
perform their current duties more effectively and are empowered to undertake additional
leadership responsibilities. Some scholars believe that transformational leadership is an
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ideal style for building and district-level school administrators because it allows them to
construct an environment that is proactive and supportive while maximizing staff
performance (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Fullan, 2008; Hallinger, 2003). Educational
leadership styles have been a much-discussed topic during the past 30 years. Although
stakeholders may not agree on which leadership style is most conducive to a school
setting, they concur that effective leadership is vital to the success of the school or district
(Bass & Avolio, 1994; Fullan, 2005; Hess & Kelly, 2007; Imig, 2011; Levine, 2005;
Marzano et al., 2005; Milstein & Krueger, 1997).
School counselor leadership. Leadership within the school counseling field has
only more recently been a topic of review. Since the era of the Transforming School
Counseling Initiative (Education Trust, 1998), researchers and educators have begun to
examine the roles and functions of professional school counselors. They have conducted
studies to ascertain what types of support students need to develop academically,
vocationally, and socially (ASCA, 2012b; Gysber & Henderson, 2001; Lapan, 2001; Lee
& Goodnough, 2007). In conjunction with this movement, the American School
Counselor Association (ASCA) developed the ASCA National Model (2012b), ASCA
National Standards for Students (2004), and School Counselor Competencies (2012a).
With the changing roles and functions of professional school counselors, attention has
been given to leadership aspects.
The ASCA National Model (2012b) has acknowledged the importance of
leadership by indicating it as one of the four key components of school counseling:
leadership, collaboration, advocacy, and systemic change. Professional School
Counseling, a journal published by ASCA, dedicated a special issue, The School
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Counselor as Leader, in 2009. This issue and other publications have focused on the role
of school counselors as leaders and advocates within a school building. Although
leadership models and theories are not as prevalent in the school counseling field as in
other areas of education, they are beginning to receive more consideration. Janson, Stone,
and Clark (2009) purported that schools function more effectively if leadership
responsibilities are distributed among qualified staff members. This concept fits well with
Burns’ (1978) Transformation Leadership style of education administration. Even though
research on school counselor leadership has begun to emerge, Lewis and Borunda (2006)
and Janson and associates (2009) criticize a number of studies that have focused on
theories of school counseling leadership have done so without the input of practicing
professional school counselors.
Another area of school counselor leadership that has been explored is the
relationship dynamics between professional school counselors and building-level
administrators. Even though data from studies vary regarding the perceptions of
professional school counselors by building-level administrators or the relationship
dynamics of professional school counselors and building-level administrators, researchers
agree that administrators whose school counseling department has adopted ASCA’s
National Model (2003) favor leadership roles for professional school counselors
(Clemens, Milsom, & Cashwell, 2009; House & Hayes, 2002; Kaplan, 1995; Ponec &
Brock, 2000; Zalaquett, 2005). Other research focuses on practical applications of school
counselor leadership that have both direct and indirect impacts on student achievement
(Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007; Briggs, Staton, & Gilligan, 2009; DeVoss & Andrews,
2006; Mason & McMahon, 2009; Sink, 2009). With the growing needs of current
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students, school counselors are being asked to increase the repertoire of services they
provide to include the four major themes of the ASCA National Model (2012b), as well
as be competent in a variety of social issues such as gang prevention, bullying, school
violence, crisis intervention, and gender/sexual identity (Dollarhide & Lemberger, 2006;
Henderson & Gysbers, 2006). Although research on leadership has increased during the
past decade, it has primarily focused on leadership as a component of the ASCA National
Model (2012b) for practicing school counselors. An area that has been neglected is
leadership models for district-level school counselor directors, which is the primary
reason for this proposed research.
Supervision
Although leadership models for district-level school counselor directors have not
been established, supervision within the counseling field is a topic that has been
extensively researched. Scholars recognized this gap in the literature and began
investigating supervision practices within school counseling settings (Barett & Schmidt,
1986; Bernard & Goodyear, 1998; Cigrand & Wood, 2001; Crutchfield & Borders, 1997;
Wood & Rayle, 2006). The Journal of Counselor Education and Supervision (2006)
published a special section dedicated to school counselor supervision. Articles discussed
issues related to school counselor leadership theory and practice. The editors stated that
their intent of publishing this special issue was to encourage stakeholders to conduct
future research on this topic (Curry & DeVoss, 2009). Studies also have been conducted
to explore a variety of issues related to supervision for school counselors, including the
type of supervision, prevalence of supervision, effectiveness of supervision models, and
available training in supervision.
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In its most basic form, supervision is considered to be the process in which a
more-experienced person offers knowledge and guidance to a less-experienced person in
a given profession (Bernard & Goodyear, 2004). A more in-depth look at supervision
reveals that it acts as a gate-keeper for a profession and a means for novices to grow in
professional skills and identity. In the counseling field, there are two customary types of
supervision: administrative and clinical. Administrative supervision is the most common
form of supervision in school counseling (Henderson, 2008; Henderson & Lampe, 1992).
Administrative supervision is most often conducted by building-level administrators,
typically principals, and includes discussions based on organizational issues or duties
such as academic advising, standardized test administration, and scheduling classroom
guidance lessons (Henderson, 2008). Conversely, clinical supervision is conducted by
advanced counseling practitioners or counselor educators and emphasizes case
conceptualization, counseling skills, and interventions. It also provides an opportunity for
school counselors to establish and nurture their professional identity (Remley & Herlihy,
2001).
Researchers have consistently found that clinical supervision is less frequently
available for school counselors than for their peers employed in mental health
environments (Bernard & Goodyear, 2004; Henderson & Lampe, 1992; Herlihy, Gray, &
McCollum, 2002). Both state-wide and national surveys have found that approximately
20 to 30% of practicing school counselors receive either individual or group clinical
supervision (Page, Pietrzak, & Sutton 2001; Roberts & Borders, 1994; Sutton & Page,
1994). However, the majority of school counselors report that they believe that they
would benefit from receiving clinical supervision. Survey respondents most often cited
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that they would like assistance in working with case conceptualization and counseling
interventions (Page et al., 2001; Roberts & Borders, 1994).
Supervision models. As researchers recognized the dearth in literature and began
investigating this issue, one of the conclusions was that a poor fit between available
models of supervision and the current roles and functions of school counselors is a
possible factor in the lack of clinical supervision. As a result, several models of
supervision were developed in an attempt to rectify the problem (Luke & Bernard, 2006;
Peterson & Deuschle, 2006; Wood & Rayle, 2006).
Luke and Bernard (2006) developed the School Counselor Supervision Model
(SCSM) which combines the Delivery System component of the ASCA National
Model with Bernard’s (1997) Discrimination Model. The model provides a framework
for the focus of supervision, the supervisor’s role, and specific school counseling
activities. The SCSM has a 3 (focus of supervision) x 3 (supervisor role) x 4
(comprehensive school counseling program domain) matrix of supervision. The three foci
of supervision include intervention, conceptualization, and personalization skills. The
three roles of a supervisor include teacher, counselor, and consultant. The four CSCP
domains include large group intervention, counseling and consultation, individual and
group advisement, and planning, coordination, and evaluation. (Luke & Bernard, 2006).
Wood and Rayle’s (2006) Goals, Roles, Functions, and Systems Model (GRFS)
also incorporates the ASCA National Model (2005). The GRFS takes a systemic
approach to school counselor supervision in reaction to the various services that school
counselors provide to students, parents, and teachers. The GFRS maintains several
theoretical assumptions. First, the goals and function of supervision are defined,
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developed, and maintained by both the supervisor and supervisee. Second, there is a
connection among the goals of supervision, the internship experience, and the functions
of supervision. Last, a shared vision of the expectations of supervision among the
university supervisor, site-supervisor, and school-counselor-in-training must exist for
optimal success of supervision (Wood & Rayle, 2006).
Similar to the previously mentioned models of supervision, the one developed by
Peterson and Deuschle (2006) is also rooted in the ASCA National Model (2005).
However, it deviates from the other models in that its central focus is supervising novice
school counselors and school counselors-in-training who do not have a background in
teaching. The authors assert that these school counselors have a different set of needs
than their peers who have experience in teaching. This supervision model contains five
components: dissemination of pertinent research and literature to K-12 administrators and
site-supervisors, immersion of school-counselors-in-training in education or other youthoriented settings, observation of a variety of school cultures, structured support for sitesupervisors, and attention to development of classroom management and lesson planning
skills (Peterson & Deuschle, 2006).
The development of these models has given those providing supervision to school
counselors some viable frameworks that address both theories of supervision and specific
strategies that target the unique functions of school counselors. These models can be
implemented for both school counselors-in-training and practicing school counselors.
Bernard and Goodyear (2004) compare a supervisor selecting a supervision model to
counselors selecting a theory of counseling as their framework. Just as counselors need to
be able to implement a variety of theories depending on the combination of client
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demographics, presenting problem, and counseling setting factors, supervisors also need
to be able to match the supervision model with supervisee factors. Even though these
models can be used with school counselors of all levels, research has concentrated on
supervision for counselors-in-training or novice school counselors. This may be due to
the lack of supervision provided to school counselors who have completed their master’s
program or who are no longer novice counselors (Borders & Usher, 1992; Herlihy et al.,
2002).
Although the field of school counseling supervision has made significant progress
in recent years, it is only as effective as its use, the willingness of school counselors to
participate in supervision, and the quality of training of the supervisors. As previously
stated, the use of clinical supervision with counselors-in-training and novice counselors
has increased since the development of school-counseling-specific models of supervision.
Additionally, studies conducted by Roberts and Borders (1994) and Page et al. (2001)
reported that the majority of school counselors believe they would benefit from receiving
clinical supervision. Even though models of school counseling supervision exist and the
majority of school counselors are eager to participate in clinical supervision, the issue
remains whether those who are providing supervision have been adequately trained in
supervision practices.
Typically, training in supervision has been reserved for doctoral-level programs
(Borders et al., 1991). Dollarhide and Miller (2006) recognized that quality training in
school counseling supervision models is needed to provide expert supervision to
counselors-in-training. To address this issue, some researchers point to a variety of
professional development options including conferences, webinars, or reviews of
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literature (Henderson, 1994; Roberts & Borders, 1994; Studer, 2005). In an attempt to
address the issue of providing quality school counseling supervision training in becoming
a site-supervisor and encouraging positive attitudes towards post-master’s supervision,
researchers are looking toward school counselor preparation programs for a possible
solution. School counseling supervision models could also be incorporated into the
curriculum of school counseling courses. This option would allow school counseling
students to become familiar with quality school counseling supervision models and
strategies. Students would also gain basic supervision skills, which will prepare them to
eventually become proficient site-supervisors when they are practicing professional
school counselors. This route would provide an opportunity to develop fundamental
supervision skills; however, it would not replace the more advanced doctoral-level course
in supervision (Portman, 2002; Roberts & Morotti, 2001).
It is evident that there has been significant reform in both the educational
leadership and school counseling fields. These reform movements have impacted the
roles, functions, and training programs in both professions. During these reform
movements, the topic of district-level school counselor directorship has only been
partially addressed. The American Association for Counseling and Development
(AACD), currently known as the American Counseling Association (ACA), first
expressed the importance of supervision as a method of assisting in the development of
less experienced professionals (AACD, 1990). The Association for Counselor Education
and Supervision (ACES), the American Counseling Association (ACA), and the
American School Counselor Association (ASCA) continued the support of supervision in
their respective ethical guidelines by stating that supervisors must receive sufficient
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training in supervision skills, practices, and techniques (ACA, 2005; ACES, 1993; ACES,
2011; ASCA, 2004; ASCA, 2010). The Council for Accreditation of Counseling and
Related Educational Programs (CACREP) also recognizes the importance of leadership
development by including it in its standards for doctoral students (CACREP, 2009).
Additionally, ASCA has provided a rationale for school counselor directors, as well as a
description of the roles and functions of this vital position (ASCA, 2013). Despite clear
and consistent assertions from leading national organizations and governing bodies
regarding the necessity of quality supervision and leadership, as well as mandates for
training if providing these services, national standards have yet to be developed outlining
how to educate and train school counselor directors.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Even though ASCA has provided a clear rationale for the necessity of competent
district-level school counselor directors, little is known about the effectiveness of the
formal education and training of district-level school counselor directors due to a scarcity
of research. Inferences can be made about this issue by piecing together information
gained from other semi-related research studies. Therefore, this mixed-method study
examined the experiences of school counselor directors and the current formal education
and training available to school counselors who are pursuing this position to better
understand if there is congruence between the knowledge and skills needed and the
existing opportunities to obtain them.
Research Questions
The researcher examined what are the needed education and training criteria to
generate the caliber of school counselor director advocated by ASCA. Primarily, this
study explored the following research questions:
1. What knowledge and skills are needed to be an effective school counselor
director?
2. How congruent is the educational training received by school counselor directors
to the needed knowledge and skills to be effective in their position?
3. How do factors, including the number of years as a school counselor, the number
of years as a school counselor director, and the type of education received, impact
current school counselor directors’ beliefs regarding Research Questions 1 and 2?
4. What do current counselor educators believe are the opportunities or limitations to
meet the educational needs of school counselor directors?
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5. Given synthesized findings from Research Questions 1-4, the following question
was generated: What pedagogy and clinical training would a model program that
trained school counselor directors include?
Design
This study utilized a mixed-method research approach to investigate the central
research questions, using both qualitative and quantitative methods of collecting,
analyzing, and representing data. In the mixed-method study, the investigator used
qualitative methods as the initiating methodology. The researcher then supplemented the
research design with quantitative methods of collecting and analyzing data to provide
evidentiary support for the qualitative findings.
Participants
In accordance with a mixed-methods research design, the researcher utilized
purposeful sampling techniques for this study. The sample of participants in the focus
group included three school counseling directors of a public school system in the MidSouth; the School Counseling Coordinator and the Doctoral Program Coordinator at a
public urban university in the Mid-South. The focus group sample included 2 men and 3
women. Four of the participants in the focus group appeared to be of Caucasian ethnicity
and one participant appeared to of African American ethnicity. The sample of
participants in the national survey included 20 district-level school counselor directors in
school systems throughout the nation. The national survey sample consisted of 16 women
and 4 men. The participants in the national survey included 17 Caucasians, 2 African
Americans, and 1 Hispanic. Constructivist grounded theory acknowledges the
researcher’s involvement in the research process (Charmaz, 2006); therefore, the
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researcher was also included in the sample and analyzed memos of her experience as the
first counselor education doctoral candidate at a public urban university in the Mid-South
to complete a leadership internship in school counselor leadership.
The participants were purposefully chosen because they are school counselor
directors and stakeholders in the education and training of doctoral counselor education
candidates who have an emphasis in school counselor leadership. Participants varied in
race, ethnicity, gender, physical limitations, and age. The researcher did not attempt to
control for these demographic variables.
Procedure
Qualitative methods. The qualitative portion of this research design was situated
within a constructing grounded theory methodology. As previously stated, this study used
Charmaz’s (2006) constructivist grounded theory as its qualitative methodology.
Charmaz (2003) states that constructivist grounded theory offers a balance between
positivism and postmodernism. The purpose of grounded theory is to develop a novel
model or theory that is “grounded” in the data, which is methodically gathered, analyzed,
and triangulated in a rigorous research process. Although Charmaz follows the same
format as her predecessors in grounded theory, she has a major deviation in regards to the
relationship between the researcher and the participants. Charmaz (2006) proposes that
the data is co-constructed by the researcher and the participants. This is significant as it
permeates all aspects of the study from ontology to conclusion. The idea that data is coconstructed reinforces the idea that knowledge, experiences, and perceptions influence
the research study.

27

Constructivist grounded theory relies on synchronization among its ontology,
epistemology, methodology, methods, and analysis to provide a strong framework and
research design. It also utilizes triangulation, a process of utilizing three or more types of
data to create clarity and credibility of the researcher’s analysis. Multiple data sources
were used in this study to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the necessary
elements of educating school counselor directors to meet ASCA’s description of this
position. The qualitative component of this study included three methods of data
collection: a personal journal, a focus group, and document analysis.
Personal journals. The researcher reviewed the personal journal entries that were
recorded from her experience as the first doctoral student in a Counselor Education
program at a Mid-South university to complete a leadership internship with school
counselor directors within a city and county public school systems. The personal journals
included thoughts and reactions to experiences related to the internship. Journal entries
were also recorded throughout the research process on each component of the study. The
entries were then be compiled into memos for analysis.
Focus group. The researcher conducted a focus group with the school counselor
directors in a public school system, as well as with counselor educators at a university in
the Mid-South, to explore their experiences and opinions on the education and training of
school counselor directors. The time commitment was three hours. The format of the
focus group was semi-structured. Prior to conducting the focus group, the focus group
guide was reviewed for content validity by a National Certified School Counselor
(NCSC).
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Document analysis. The researcher completed an analysis of multiple documents
published by ASCA to contribute to the data on the most useful method of educating and
training a school counselor director. The roles and functions of a director of school
counseling, set by ASCA, were used as the standard of the caliber of school counselor
director that an educational program should produce.
Quantitative methods. This study also contained one quantitative method of data
collection: a national survey. The survey was administered by Qualtrics, an online
software program for surveys. Response rates for web-based or email-based surveys vary.
Response rates of 70% have been reported when the participants are considered a cohort
such as employees within a company or students within a graduate program. However,
response rates between 10 and 20% are common when the participants are more
randomly selected or do not have a relationship with the researcher distributing the
survey (Birnbaum, 2004; Witmer, Coleman, & Katzman, 1999).
The participants included 20 school counselor directors within both public and
private school systems throughout the United States. The survey inquired about the
participants’ education and training, as well as the knowledge and skills that they believe
are necessary to perform the roles and functions of a school counselor director as set forth
by ASCA. The survey included both Likert-scale and open-ended questions that were
used to explore the participants’ education and training experiences related to their
employment as school counselor directors. The Likert-scale included 5 points: strongly
agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree. Prior to
distributing the survey, it was reviewed for content validity by two school counselors
who have achieved the status of National Certified School Counselor (NCSC). The
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survey was also used to ascertain participants’ beliefs on the current system of educating
and training school counselor directors, as well as what they would consider to be the
most effective education and training methods.
Data Analysis
This mixed-methods study used both the qualitative and quantitative methods of
data analysis.
Qualitative analysis. The investigator used coding (initial and focused),
categorizing, and memoing to analyze the qualitative data. The codes materialized by
exploring the collected data and interpreting meanings within it. The process of coding
used in constructivist grounded theory is line-by-line coding, which is a method of
interpreting segments of data and assigning them a label that will ultimately code,
categorize, and summarize each piece of data. Therefore, coding is recognized as the first
step in the process of transitioning from raw data to analytic interpretations. The
researcher repeated the process of coding numerous times to interact with the data.
From the analytic interpretations, the investigator wrote memos, which are notes
that detailed what was being experienced or learned about the data. Writing memos is an
important step that helped the researcher to link data collection and writing a draft of a
paper. In grounded theory, this critical method enables the investigator to become
intimate with the data and to analyze it early in the research process (Charmaz, 2006).
Quantitative analysis. The data collected via the survey was analyzed in multiple
ways. Data from the Likert-scale questions were analyzed via descriptive statistics and a
Repeated Measures One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). In addition, the
researcher analyzed demographic data, including the participants’ years of service as a
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school counselor, years of service as a school counselor director, and type of education,
via a One Way ANOVA.
Analysis of research questions. Due to the complexity of the mixed design, the
investigator disaggregated the qualitative and quantitative procedures that were employed
for research question. The forgoing data analysis relates to the Research Questions in the
following manner:
Research question 1. What knowledge and skills are needed to be an effective
school counselor director? This question was explored using qualitative methods. Data
from the transcription of the focus group, responses from open-ended questions on the
national survey, literature published by ASCA, and journal entries were analyzed using
coding, categorizing, and memoing methods.
Research question 2. How congruent is the educational training received by
school counselor directors to the needed knowledge and skills to be effective in their
position? This question was explored using both qualitative and quantitative methods of
data collection. The data from the transcription of the focus group, responses from openended questions on the national survey, and personal journal entries were analyzed using
coding, categorizing, and memoing methods. These analyses were then compared to the
outcomes of central tendency descriptive statistics from the responses to the Likert-scale
questions on the national survey. In addition, data from the national survey was analyzed
using a Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA.
Research question 3. How do factors including the number of years as a school
counselor, the number of years as a school counselor director, and the type of education
received, impact current school counselor directors’ beliefs regarding Research Questions
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1 and 2? This question was analyzed using quantitative methods. The number of years as
a school counselor were divided into two groups: zero to five years and more than five
years. This division is based upon the estimated date of implementation of the ASCA
National Model (2005) in school counselor preparation programs and in K-12 school
settings. The number of years as a school counselor director were divided into two
groups: zero to five years and more than five years. This division is also based upon the
estimated date of implementation of the ASCA National Model (2005) in school
counselor preparation programs and in K-12 school settings. The type of education
received was divided into three groups: Advanced Counseling, Educational Leadership,
and Other.
Research question 4. What do current counselor educators believe are the
opportunities or limitations to meet the educational needs of school counselor directors?
This question was analyzed using qualitative methods. The data from the transcription of
the focus group were analyzed using coding, categorizing, and memoing methods.
Research question 5. Given synthesized findings from Research Questions 1-4,
the following question was generated: What pedagogy and clinical training would a
model program that trained school counselor directors include? Data from Research
Questions 1-4 were synthesized and compared to analysis of documents published by
ASCA. The resulting product is a model for educating and training school counselor
directors.
Representation
This study addressed the dearth in the literature regarding the education of school
counselor directors. It will hopefully help the reader to understand issues faced by
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students and faculty in implementing this type of program. The data was presented using
a traditional representation. In congruence with the tenets of constructivist grounded
theory, this study also introduced a new model, which focuses on educating and training
school counselor directors. The model proposes a school counseling leadership
certification track that includes a leadership internship for those pursuing the position of
school counselor director at the district-level.
Assumptions
This study contained several assumptions. The first assumption was that
participants in the focus group and national survey would answer questions honestly. The
second assumption was that the ASCA National Model (2012b) is utilized by all school
counselor directors participating in this study. The final assumption was that the national
survey would be random enough to adequately sample different demographic areas of the
country and other regional variables that may impact supervisor’s beliefs regarding
training of K-12 school counselor directors.
Limitations
The study had three limitations. The first limitation was that the data collected via
the focus group and national survey may not be representative of all school counselor
directors or counselor educators, specifically because the focus group was limited to the
Mid-South urban geographical region. The second limitation was that the data was selfreported and may change with time. The third limitation was that the national survey
garnered only 20 participants which may not be a large enough sample of responses on to
yield optimal results.
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Chapter 4: Findings
This chapter presents the findings of the analysis of data obtained via a mixedmethods study on the education and training of school counselor directors. First, the
researcher will provide a brief review of the methods of data collection and then will
offer details on both qualitative and quantitative measures of data analysis. Finally, the
investigator will review and answer each research question, which will include narrative
discussion and visual graphics of the findings.
This study utilized four methods of data collection in an attempt to achieve a
multi-dimensional view of the participants’ educational and training experiences, as well
as what they believe are the needed knowledge and skills to be an effective school
counselor director. The three qualitative methods employed were personal journals, a
focus group, and document analysis. The fourth method of data collection, a national
survey, had both quantitative and qualitative properties. The survey consisted of 39
questions that were answered using a 5-point Likert-scale and 3 open-response style
questions. This study also investigated the available opportunities to acquire within
graduate programs the needed knowledge and skills isolated by the data analysis.
Emergent Categories
The four methods of data collection- personal journals, focus group, document
analysis, and national survey- provided insightful information that supported the different
voices and perceptions of the participants heard from multiple sources. Additionally, by
using these various methods of collection, the researcher was able to triangulate the data
to strengthen the validity of this pilot study. After data were collected, they were
analyzed according to method of collection. The investigator sorted, coded, and examined
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qualitative data for broad, overarching categories. Upon completion of sorting and coding
data, the investigator filtered it to ensure that only data that were useful in answering the
research questions were used.
Personal Journals
The investigator completed internships during the 2012 and 2013 summer
semesters with two urban public school systems in the Mid-South. During this time, the
researcher participated in daily activities, such as school-district meetings, collaboration
with school counselors, and creating and submitting departmental reports, alongside the
supervising counselor directors. The investigator was also involved in several projects,
including revising the district’s manual for school counselors and conducting professional
development in-service workshops mandatory for all school counselors and
administrators within the district. Throughout the internships, the researcher recorded
personal journals which were later analyzed for this research study. Three categories
emerged from data collected in the personal journals. The categories were centered on the
interactions with the school counseling directors, as well as observations of their
collaborations with school counselors and other district stakeholders. The following
categories emerged: (a) professional development, (b) relationship building, and (c)
advocacy.
Professional development. The school counselor directors provided professional
development for both school counselors and non-school counselors. The professional
development opportunities offered to school counselors had several foci including
information for novice school counselors and intervention ideas for specific presenting
issues such as bullying, character education, conflict resolution, and suicide ideation.
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Instruction was offered to school counselors on how they could offer professional
development opportunities to the faculty and staff at their respective schools. The school
counselor directors also offered professional development on target issues such as child
abuse and suicide ideation for teachers, staff, and administrators.
Relationship building. The school counselor directors spent a significant amount
of time developing relationships with the school counselors in their district, other school
counselor directors in their state, and school and community stakeholders. They used
these relationships to provide mentorship to the school counselors and to advocate for
them.
Advocacy. The school counselor directors advocated for the promotion and use of
the ASCA National Model within each school as a basis for the roles and functions of
each school counselor and as a means to evaluate the effectiveness of each school
counselor. The school counselor directors used a variety of modes to advocate for school
counselors such as local, regional, and national meetings; websites; and conference
presentations.
Focus Group
The focus group consisted of three school counselor directors and two counselor
educators from an urban area of the Mid-South. Four categories emerged from data
collected in the focus group: (a) requirements for employment as a school counselor
director, (b) preparation programs for school counselors and educational administrators,
(c) suggested curriculum for educating and training school counselor directors, and (d)
roles of school counselor directors.
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Employment requirements. During the focus group, the school counselor
directors discussed the current employment requirements for their positions. Their
consensus was that a candidate must have a minimum of five years of experience as a
school counselor and have obtained a certification in Educational Leadership and
Administration. They also delineated what they believe the requirements should be for
the position as school counselor director. The participants unanimously agreed that the
minimum requirements to perform their job at the most effective level would be to retain
the requirement of five years of experience as a school counselor but to alter the
education requirement to a certification or degree in School Counseling Leadership rather
than Educational Leadership and Administration. They also suggested that the candidate
should hold either a state or national license in school counseling.
Current preparation programs. The participants in the focus group conversed
at length about the curriculum of the Master’s in School Counseling and the certification
in Educational Leadership and Administration programs. The participants agreed that
each program is successful at developing the knowledge and skills necessary to be
effective in their own domains. The participants stated that the Master’s in School
Counseling program cultivates entry-level school counselors and the Educational
Leadership and Administration certification program produces building-level
administrators. However, the participants verbalized that due to limitations of time and
credentialing standards, there is no overlap or collaboration between the two programs,
leaving a sufficient gap when attempting to meet the needs in the field of school
counselor leadership. Because the school counselor director is a specialized position, it
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requires a unique preparation program to develop the knowledge and skills necessary to
perform the roles and functions of this position.
Suggested curriculum. The focus group participants discussed the need for a
hybrid program that would incorporate both advanced school counseling and educational
leadership courses. These courses would include advanced counseling skills, educational
law, educational finance, clinical supervision, crisis intervention, and a leadership
internship with a school counselor director. The participants indicated that this type of
preparation program would develop the requisite knowledge and skills for the candidate
to effectively perform the roles of the school counselor director including supervising,
mentoring, and advocating for school counselors, as well as developing relationships with
community stakeholders.
Roles of the school counselor director. Participants in the focus group also
examined the role of the school counselor director in relationship to their counseling
staff. They discussed several aspects of this position and concluded that there are three
vital roles: (a) supervision of school counselors, (b) advocacy for school counselors, and
(c) mentorship of novice school counselor directors.
The participants reviewed the current supervision practices within their district
and indicated that they are attempting to shift the focus from administrative to clinical
supervision. The participants acknowledged that they have found school counselors
making positive strides when a clinical approach to supervision is used. Utilizing a
clinical approach to supervision would also provide a foundation for the school counselor
directors to incorporate a school counseling specific model of supervision such as Luke
and Bernard’s (2006) School Counselor Supervision Model (SCSM), Wood and Rayle’s

38

(2006) Goals, Roles, Functions, and Systems Model (GRFS), or Peterson and Deuschle’s
(2006) model of school counselor supervision. The participants stated that this shift has
the potential for an exponential positive effect because school counselors who are
receiving more useful and supportive supervision will be more likely to provide increased
services to the children in their schools. Additionally, school counselors who are
participating in clinical supervision have the opportunity to discuss issues they may be
facing, such as professional “burn-out” or countertransference, that might impede their
effectiveness as a school counselor.
The role of advocate was also examined during the focus group. The participants
discussed two main functions of advocating for school counselors. First, school counselor
directors offer professional development opportunities to school counselors,
administrators, staff members, and community stakeholders. Professional development
assists school counselors to stay abreast of intervention strategies and ethical practices. It
also provides education to administrators, staff members, and community stakeholders
regarding the role and function of a school counselor. Secondly, school counselor
directors advocate for the evaluation of school counselors based on the standards
published by ASCA rather than the roles and functions capriciously defined by a building
or district-level administrator. If there is a lack of congruence between roles, functions,
and evaluation standards supported by ASCA and what is required by a building or
district-level administrator, multiple issues may arise including less-effective
comprehensive school counseling programs, professional identity confusion, or poor job
performance evaluations.
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In addition to supervision and advocacy, school counselor directors are also
responsible for providing mentorship. School counselor directors provide support at three
levels. First, they provide mentorship for school counselors who are contemplating
pursuing a school counselor leadership preparation program by encouraging them to seek
leadership roles within their school. Second, school counselor directors mentor school
counselors who are actively engaged in a school counselor leadership preparation
program via supervising them in a leadership internship. Third, they provide mentorship
for novice school counselor directors by being available for consultation and
collaboration. Providing mentorship at these three levels will support school counselors
in their pursuit and transition into a school counselor leadership role at the district-level.
National Survey
The national survey was distributed via Qualtrics to more than 150 current school
counselor directors in both public and private school systems throughout the United
States. Twenty participants completed the survey. Although the survey garnered only a
13% response rate, response rates for web and email-based surveys are often between 10
and 20% (Birnbaum, 2004; Witmer et al., 1999). The two categories that emerged from
data collected from the open-ended responses on the national survey were (a) suggested
curriculum and (b) support.
Suggested curriculum. The participants offered several suggestions for
increasing the effectiveness of their preparation programs. They noted courses in
budgeting/grant proposal writing, supervision, educational policy/law, and a leadership
internship with a school counselor director would be advantageous. Their suggestions
echoed the feedback that was offered by the participants in the focus group.
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Support. The participants also documented that professional support is an area of
importance. Some participants indicated that they received support via mentorship from
current or past school counselor directors both within and outside of their district.
However, other participants noted that they did not receive any mentorship or supervision
when they were a novice school counselor director but that it would have been helpful.
The participants also stated that collaboration with school and community stakeholders,
as well as other school counselor directors is vital. Several participants stated that,
although there are few school counselor directors in their state, they attempt to
collaborate to stay abreast of current “best practices” so that they can implement them in
their districts. One participant also stated that receiving support from ASCA would be
very beneficial. This participant suggested that a manual published by ASCA targeting
school counselor directors that addressed issues of policy, budgeting, and supervision
would be helpful.
Document Analysis
The researcher also analyzed literature published by ASCA regarding school
counselor directors. The American School Counselor Association has published
information on the necessity of school counselor directors. The researcher analyzed these
documents by coding and categorizing them in the same manner as the personal journals,
transcription of the focus group and the open-ended responses on the national survey. The
category that emerged from the document analysis was the role and function of a school
counselor director.
Role and function of a school counselor director. The literature published by
ASCA explicitly asserts that the role and function of a school counselor director includes
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the following seven components: (a) use of the ASCA National Model as a foundation,
(b) ability to use data to advocate locally and nationally, (c) provide clinical supervision,
(d) offer professional development to stakeholders, (e) involvement in employing and
evaluating school counselors, (f) maintain an operating budget, and (g) involvement in
crisis response.
Analysis of Research Questions
Due to the breadth of the mixed-methods design, the researcher has disaggregated
the data from the qualitative and quantitative procedures that were utilized for each
research question. The preceding combined qualitative and quantitative data analysis
relates to the Research Questions in the following manner.
Research question 1. What knowledge and skills are needed to be an effective
school counselor director? This question was explored using qualitative methods. Data
from journal entries, the transcription of the focus group, responses from open-ended
questions on the national survey, and literature published by ASCA were analyzed using
coding, categorizing, and memoing methods. The combined analysis ascertains that the
knowledge and skills in the following seven content areas are necessary to be effective in
the position of school counselor director:
1. ASCA National Model. The ASCA National Model is a framework for a

comprehensive school counseling program developed by ASCA.
2. Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors. In an era of educational

accountability, data is needed evaluate school counseling programs and
interventions in an effort to support the school counselors’ initiatives.
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3. Clinical Supervision. Providing clinical supervision opportunities to school

counselors will allow the school counselors to seek assistance in managing
their comprehensive school counseling program, guidance in implementing a
specific counseling intervention, and support in addressing professional issues
such as “burn-out” or countertransference.
4. Professional Development. Offering professional development to school

counselors is essential in providing information on “best practices” school
counseling programs and interventions. Professional development for
administrators and staff is also important to educate them regarding the role
and function of school counselors.
5. Evaluation of School Counselors. Participation in the hiring process helps to

ensure that competent school counselors are employed throughout the district.
School counselor directors are also responsible for advocating that school
counselors are being evaluated based on the standards provided by ASCA.
6. Budget Operations. One responsibility of a school counselor director to seek

funding opportunities and to maintain an operating budget for their
department.
7. Crisis Response. School counselor directors should be involved in the

development and implementation of a systemic crisis prevention and response
plan. They also often participate in immediate and long-term crisis response
teams.
Research question 2. How congruent is the educational training received by
school counselor directors to the needed knowledge and skills to be effective in their
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position? This question was explored using both qualitative and quantitative methods of
data collection. Both qualitative and quantitative data suggests that there is a lack of
congruence between the participants’ educational preparation programs and the
knowledge and skills required to be effective in their position as a school counselor
director. The seven knowledge and skills content areas that emerged via Research
Question 1 were used to answer this research question.
Qualitative analysis. Data from journal entries, the transcription of the focus
group, and responses from open-ended questions on the national survey were analyzed
using coding, categorizing, and memoing methods. The analysis of the qualitative data
proposes that two content areas from Research Question 1: the ASCA National Model
and Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors were addressed in the school
counseling preparation program. The two content areas of Professional Development and
Crisis Response were addressed in both the school counseling and educational leadership
and administration preparation programs. However, three content areas: Clinical
Supervision, Evaluation of School Counselors, and Budget Operations either received
minimal attention or were ignored by both programs. These analyses were then compared
to the outcomes of the responses to the Likert-scale questions on the national survey.
Quantitative analysis. Data from the national survey were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and a Repeated Measures One Way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA). The descriptive statistics were used to assess the mean Likert ratings of each
of the seven content areas. A Repeated Measures 1 x 3 ANOVA was used on the Likert
ratings to determine if there were significant differences among the participants’
perceptions of their knowledge, skill, and degree of program preparation for each of the
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seven content areas established via Research Question 1. First, questions from the
national survey were clustered based on content area. Then, scores for each participant’s
responses to the questions within that content area were summed in regard to their
perception of knowledge, skill, and program preparation.
Although Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been
violated on each ANOVA, the Greenhouse-Geiser test was conducted to correct for this
issue and satisfy the major assumptions needed to conduct an ANOVA procedure. For
any significant F ratios, (p < 0.05), a Bonferroni post-hoc test was completed to discover
which specific means differed. The following paragraphs depict the data disaggregated by
content area.
The ASCA National Model. Table 1 illustrates the content area focused on using
the ASCA National Model as exemplified in questions 1, 9, 11, and 16 on the national
survey. Question 1 concentrated on assisting school counselors to develop, implement,
and evaluate a comprehensive school counseling programs rooted in this model. Question
9 included information on assisting school counselors to integrate their programs with the
total educational curriculum of the school district and state. Question 11 concentrated on
supporting school counselors to participate in leadership teams at their school. Question
16 inquired about utilizing this model as the foundation for their position as a school
counselor director. The aggregate mean scores for the ASCA questions are present in
Table 1. The mean scores for both the Knowledge and Skills components were similar on
each question ranging from 4.5-4.0 indicating that the participants believe that they have
adequate-to-expert knowledge and skill in this content area. However, the mean scores
for the Program content area were considerably lower with a range between 2.75-2.20,
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indicating that the participants believe that their preparation program prepared them
minimally for utilizing the ASCA National Model.

Table 1
ASCA Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program
Std. Deviation

Variance

1.85

1.36

4

2

1.41

2.6

1.2

1.1

Question 9

4.3

0.43

0.66

4.3

0.43

0.66

2.4

0.67

0.82

Question 11

4.5

0.37

0.61

4.32

0.78

0.89

2.75

1.46

1.21

Question 16

4.35

0.77

0.88

4.35

0.77

0.88

2.20

1.54

1.24

Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

Mean

Std. Deviation

Variance

4.2

Mean

Question 1

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
within the ASCA National Model content area. This content area included questions 1, 9,
11, and 16 on the national survey. Participants’ scores were summed for each question by
focus area. The range when questions 1, 9, 11, and 16 are combined for each focus area is
4-20. The mean score for the Knowledge focus area is 17.22. The mean score for the
Skill focus area is 16.72. The mean score for the Program focus area is 10.11. Table 2
depicts the mean, standard deviation, and sample size. Two participants failed to respond
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to all questions within this content area and therefore were removed from the analysis of
data.

Table 2
ASCA Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area

ASCA Knowledge Mean (1)

Mean
17.22

Std. Deviation
2.62

N
18

ASCA Skill Mean (2)

16.72

2.97

18

ASCA Program Mean (3)

10.11

3.39

18

There was a significant difference, (F(1.05, 17.88) = 48.00, p < 0.05), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the ASCA National
Model content area. Table 3 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser corrected
ANOVA.

Table 3
ASCA ANOVA
Source

Focus

Type III
Sum of
Squares
Sphericity Assumed 567.15

Df

Mean
Square

F

2

283.57

48.00

Partial
Eta
Squared
.00
.74

48.00

.00

Greenhouse-Geisser

567.15

1.05

539.26

Error(Focus) Sphericity Assumed
Greenhouse-Geisser

200.85
200.85

34
17.88

5.91
11.23
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Sig.

.74

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 4 illustrates that there was a significant difference in mean scores between
the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = 0.046, Knowledge (1) and
Program (3), p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .00. The participants rated their
knowledge of the ASCA National Model significantly higher than both their skill and the
degree to which their program prepared them for this content area. They also rated their
skill in implementing the ASCA National Model significantly higher than the degree to
which their program prepared them for this content area.

Table 4
ASCA Bonferroni
(I) Focus (J) Focus

1
2
3

2
3
1
3
1
2

Mean
Difference (I-J)
.50*
7.11*
-.50*
6.61*
-7.11*
-6.61*

Std.
Error
.19
.97
.19
1.00
.97
1.00

Sig.

.046
.000
.046
.000
.000
.000

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference
Lower Bound Upper Bound
.01
.99
4.55
9.68
-.99
-.01
3.96
9.27
-9.68
-4.55
-9.27
-3.96

Data as a means to advocate for school counselors. Table 5 depicts school
counselor directors’ ability to use data as a means to advocate for school counselors as
exemplified in questions 3 and 14 on the national survey. Question 3 inquired about
utilizing data to politically advocate at the local, regional, and national level for policies
and procedures that support the needs of students and school counselors. Question 14
investigated the participants’ ability to conduct research to improve the effectiveness of
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comprehensive school counseling programs. The aggregate mean scores for the Data
questions are present in Table 5. The mean scores for both the Knowledge and Skill areas
on Question 3 and the Knowledge area on Question 14 ranged from 4.55-4.10, indicating
that the participants felt adequately prepared in these areas. Although the mean score for
the Skill area on Question 14 was below 4.00, 70% of the responses had a mean score of
either 4 or 5. Additionally, the Program area for both Questions 3 and 14 ranged from
2.85-2.65 indicating that the participants believe that their preparation program minimally
prepared them for utilizing data as a means to advocate for school counselors.

Table 5
Data Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program

Variance

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Question 3

4.55

0.37

0.6

4.35

0.66

0.81

2.65

1.61

1.27

Question 14

4.1

0.41

0.64

3.85

0.66

0.81

2.85

1.29

1.14

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
within the Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors content area. Participants’
scores were summed for each question by focus area. The range when questions 3 and 14
were combined for each focus area is 2-10. The mean score for the Knowledge focus area
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is 8.65. The mean score for the Skill focus area is 8.20. The mean score for the Program
focus area is 5.50. Table 6 depicts the mean, standard deviation, and sample size by focus
area.

Table 6
Data Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Data Knowledge (1)

8.65

1.10

20

Data Skill (2)

8.20

1.36

20

Data Program (3)

5.50

2.01

20

There was a significant difference, (F(1.24, 23.61) = 44.21, p < 0.05), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Data as a Means
to Advocate for School Counselors content area. Table 7 depicts the results of the
Greenhouse-Geisser corrected ANOVA.

Table 7
Data ANOVA
Source

Focus

Error(Focus)

Type III
Sum of
Squares
Sphericity Assumed 116.10

Df

Mean
Square

F

2

58.05

44.21

Partial
Eta
Squared
.000
.70

44.21

.000

Greenhouse-Geisser

116.10

1.24

93.44

Sphericity Assumed

49.90

38

1.31

Greenhouse-Geisser

49.90

23.61

2.11

50

Sig.

.70

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 8 illustrates that there was a significant difference in mean scores between
the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = 0.047, Knowledge (1) and
Program (3), p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .00. The participants rated their
knowledge in the content of Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors
significantly higher than both their skill and the degree to which their program prepared
them for this content area. They also rated their skill in the content area of Data as a
Means to Advocate for School Counselors significantly higher than the degree to which
their program prepared them for this content area.

Table 8
Data Bonferroni
(I)
Focus

1
2
3

(J)
Focus

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

2
3
1
3
1

.45*
3.15*
-.45*
2.70*
-3.15*

.17
.43
.17
.43
.43

2

-2.70*

.43

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
for Difference

.047
.000
.047
.000
.000

Lower
Bound
.00
2.04
-.90
1.57
-4.27

Upper
Bound
.90
4.27
-.00
3.83
-2.04

.000

-3.83

-1.57

Clinical supervision. Table 9 illustrates school counselor directors’ ability to
provide clinical supervision to school counselors exemplified in questions 5, 7, and 10 on
the national survey. Question 5 asked about providing clinical supervision to school
counselors. Question 7 regarded the collaboration with universities and school counselors
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for the supervision of practicum and internship students. Question 10 inquired about use
of school counseling specific theories of clinical supervision. The aggregate mean scores
for the Clinical Supervision questions are present in Table 9. The mean scores for
Question 7 in both the Knowledge and Skill areas range from 4.21-4.10, indicating at
least an adequate level of proficiency. Unlike the previous content areas, the mean scores
for Questions 5 and 10 were both below 4.0 in the Knowledge and Skill areas. Although
the mean scores were below 4.0, 60% of the responses in the Knowledge area had a mean
score of either 4 or 5. The mean scores in the Program area for all three questions ranged
from 2.60-2.15 indicating that the participants believe that their preparation program
minimally prepared them for providing clinical supervision to school counselors.

Table 9
Clinical Supervision Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Question 5

3.65

0.98

0.99

3.1

1.04

1.02

2.6

2.04

1.43

Question 7

4.25

0.62

0.79

4.1

0.73

0.85

2.5

1.63

1.28

Question 10

3.1

1.57

1.25

3

1.58

1.26

2.15

1.61

1.27

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
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within the Clinical Supervision content area. This content area included questions 5, 7,
and 10 on the national survey. Participants’ scores were summed for each question by
focus area. The range when questions 5, 7, and 10 were combined for each focus area is
3-15. The mean score for the Knowledge focus area is 11.00. The mean score for the
Skill focus area is 10.20. The mean score for the Program focus area is 7.25. Table 10
depicts the mean, standard deviation, and sample size by focus area.

Table 10
Clinical Supervision Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area

Clinical Supervision Knowledge (1)

Mean
11.00

Std. Deviation
2.64

N
20

Clinical Supervision Skill (2)

10.20

2.84

20

Clinical Supervision Program (3)

7.25

3.48

20

There was a significant difference, (F(1.35, 25.68) = 19.51, p < 0.05), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Clinical
Supervision content area. Table 11 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser
corrected ANOVA.
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Table 11
Clinical Supervision ANOVA
Source

Sphericity Assumed

Type III
Sum of
Squares
156.03

Greenhouse-Geisser

156.03

Error(Focus) Sphericity Assumed

151.97

Focus

Greenhouse-Geisser

Df

Mean
Square
2

78.02

1.35 115.47
38

4

151.97 25.68

5.92

F

Sig.

Partial
Eta
Squared
19.51 .000
.51
19.51 .000

.51

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 12 illustrates that there was a significant difference in mean scores
between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = 0.046, Knowledge (1) and
Program (3), p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .001. The participants rated their
knowledge in the content of Clinical Supervision significantly higher than both their skill
and the degree to which their program prepared them for this content area. They also
rated their skill in the content area of Clinical Supervision significantly higher than the
degree to which their program prepared them for this content area.
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Table 12
Clinical Supervision Bonferroni
(I)
Focus

1
2
3

(J) Focus

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

2
3
1
3
1
2

.80*
3.75*
-.80*
2.95*
-3.75*
-2.95*

.37
.67
.37
.78
.67
.78

.046
.000
.046
.001
.000
.001

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference
Lower Bound Upper Bound
.02
1.58
2.35
5.15
-1.58
-.02
1.31
4.59
-5.15
-2.35
-4.59
-1.31

Professional Development. The Professional Development content area was
limited to question 6, which inquired about the participants’ ability to ensure regularly
scheduled professional development opportunities for school counselors. Similar to the
previous content areas the Knowledge and Skill components had mean scores ranging
from 4.65-4.55, indicating an adequate to expert level of proficiency in providing
professional development opportunities even though the mean score in the Program area
was 2.65 indicating that the participants believe that their preparation programs only
minimally prepared them for this skill.
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Table 13
Professional Development Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Variance

4.55

0.37

0.6

2.65

1.4

Std.
Deviation

Mean

0.49

Variance

Std.
Deviation

0.24

Mean

Variance

4.65

Program
Std.
Deviation

Mean
Question 6

Skill

1.18

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
within the Professional Development content area. This content area included question 6
on the national survey. Participants’ scores were summed for this question by focus area.
The range for question 6 in each focus area is 1-5. The mean score for the Knowledge is
4.65. The mean score for the Skill area is 4.55. The mean score for the Program area is
2.65. Table 14 depicts the mean, standard deviation, and sample size by focus area.

Table 14
Professional Development Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area

Professional Development Knowledge (1)

Mean
4.65

Std. Deviation
.49

N
20

Professional Development Skill (2)

4.55

.60

20

Professional Development Program (3)

2.65

1.18

20
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There was a significant difference, (F(1.09, 20.65) = 45.53, p < 0.05), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Professional
Development content area. Table 15 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser
corrected ANOVA.

Table 15
Professional Development ANOVA
Source

Focus

Sphericity Assumed
Greenhouse-Geisser

Type III
Sum of
Squares
50.80
50.80

Error(Focus)

Sphericity Assumed
Greenhouse-Geisser

21.20
21.20

df

Mean
Square

F

2
1.09

25.40 45.53
46.73 45.53

38
20.65

.56
1.03

Sig.

.000
.000

Partial
Eta
Squared
.71
.71

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 16 illustrates that there was not a significant difference in mean scores
between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = .163. However, there were
significant differences between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Program (3),
p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .00. The participants rated their knowledge in
the content of Professional Development significantly higher than the degree to which
their program prepared them for this content area. They also rated their skill in the
content area of Professional Development significantly higher than the degree to which
their program prepared them for this content area.
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Table 16
Professional Development Bonferroni
(I)
Focus

1
2
3

(J) Focus

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

.10

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference

.07

.163

Lower
Bound
-.04

3
1
3
1

*

2.00
-.10
1.90*
-2.00*

.28
.07
.29
.28

.000
.163
.000
.000

1.41
-.24
1.23
-2.59

2.60
.04
2.51
-1.41

2

-1.90*

.29

.000

-2.51

-1.30

2

Upper Bound
.240

Evaluation of School Counselors. Table 17 focuses on school counselor directors’
involvement in the evaluation of school counselors as exemplified in questions 2 and 4.
Question 2 regarded the school counselor directors’ leadership in the evaluation of school
counselors to ensure their appraisal is aligned with the appropriate role of the
professional school counselor. Question 4 asked about the participants’ involvement in
hiring qualified, diverse professional school counselors. The aggregate mean scores for
the Evaluation of School Counselors question are present in Table 17. The mean scores
for Questions 2 and 4 in both the Knowledge and Skill areas range from 4.50-4.10,
indicating at least an adequate level of proficiency. The mean scores in the Program area
for both questions were 2.75 indicating that the participants believe that their preparation
program minimally prepared them for providing evaluation services to school counselors.
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Table 17
Evaluation of School Counselors Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

4.4

0.46

0.68

4.1

1.46

1.21

2.75

1.57

1.25

Question 4

4.5

0.37

0.61

4.3

0.54

0.73

2.75

1.57

1.25

Mean
Question 2

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
within the Evaluation of School Counselors content area. This content area included
questions 2 and 4 on the national survey. Participants’ scores were summed for each
section by focus area. The range when questions 2 and 4 were combined for each area is
2-10. The mean score for the Knowledge focus area is 8.90. The mean score for the
Knowledge area is 8.40. The mean score for the Program area is 5.50. Table 18 depicts
the mean, standard deviation, and sample size by focus area.

Table 18
Evaluation of School Counselors Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Evaluation of School Counselors Knowledge (1)

8.90

1.17

20

Evaluation of School Counselors Skill (2)

8.40

1.73

20

Evaluation of School Counselors Program (3)

5.50

2.37

20
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There was a significant difference, (F(1.55, 29.44) = 33.76, p < 0.5), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Evaluation of
School Counselors content area. Table 19 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser
corrected ANOVA.

Table 19
Evaluation of School Counselors ANOVA
Source

df

Mean
Square

Sphericity Assumed

Type III
Sum of
Squares
134.80

2

67.40

Greenhouse-Geisser
Error(Focus) Sphericity Assumed

134.80
75.87

1.55
38

86.99
2.00

Greenhouse-Geisser

75.86

29.44

2.58

Focus

F

Sig.

Partial
Eta
Squared
33.76 .000
.64
33.76 .000

.64

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 20 illustrates that there was not a significant difference in mean scores
between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = .348. However, there were
significant differences between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Program (3),
p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .00. The participants rated their knowledge in
the content of Evaluation of School Counselors significantly higher than the degree to
which their program prepared them for this content area. They also rated their skill in the
content area of Evaluation of School Counselors significantly higher than the degree to
which their program prepared them for this content area.
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Table 20
Evaluation of School Counselors Bonferroni
(I)
Focus

1
2
3

(J) Focus

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

2
3
1
3
1
2

.50
3.40*
-.50
2.90*
-3.40*
-2.90*

.30
.50
.30
.51
.50
.51

.348
.000
.348
.000
.000
.000

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper Bound
Bound
-.30
1.30
2.09
4.71
-1.30
.30
1.57
4.23
-4.71
-2.09
-4.23
-1.57

Budget Operations. Table 21 depicts school counselor directors’ ability to manage
an operational budget as exemplified on questions 8 and 15 on the national survey.
Question 8 inquired about school counselor directors’ ability to seek funding for the
implementation of school counseling services. Question 15 asked about the participants’
ability to manage an operating budget. The aggregate mean scores for the Budget
Operations question are present in Table 21. The mean scores for Question 8 in both the
Knowledge and Skill areas and the Knowledge area of Question 15 range from 4.15-4.05,
indicating at least an adequate level of proficiency. Although the mean scores for the
Skill area on Question 15 was marginally below 4.0, 65% of the participant responses
were either a 4 or 5. The mean scores in the Program area for both questions were the
lowest of all the content areas and ranged from 1.9-1.65, indicating that the participants
believe that their preparation program did not prepare them to manage an operating
budget.
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Table 21
Budget Operations Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Variance

Std.
Deviation

Question 8

4.15

0.56

0.75

4.05

0.72

0.85

1.9

0.94

0.97

Question 15

4.05

0.89

0.94

3.9

1.36

1.17

1.65

0.98

0.99

A Repeated Measures One Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there
were significant differences among the three focus areas, Knowledge, Skill, and Program,
within the Budget Operations content area. This content area included questions 8 and 15
on the national survey. Participants’ scores were summed for each question by focus area.
The range when questions 8 and 15 were combined for each focus area is 2-10. The mean
score for the Knowledge focus area is 8.26. The mean score for the Skill focus area is
8.00. The mean score for the Program focus area is 3.53. Table 22 depicts the mean,
standard deviation, and sample size by focus area. One participant did not respond to all
questions within this content area, and therefore was removed from analysis.
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Table 22
Budget Operations Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Budget Operations Knowledge (1)

8.26

1.45

19

Budget Operations Skill (2)

8.00

1.56

19

Budget Operations Program (3)

3.53

1.78

19

There was a significant difference, (F(1.12, 20.17) = 100.91, p <0.05), in the
mean scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Budget
Operations content area. Table 23 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser corrected
ANOVA.

Table 23
Budget Operations ANOVA
Source

Focus

Type III
Sum of
Squares
Sphericity Assumed 269.39

Df

2

Mean
Square

Partial
Eta
Squared
134.65 100.91 .000
.85

Greenhouse-Geisser

269.30

1.12

Error(Focus) Sphericity Assumed

48.04

36

1.33

Greenhouse-Geisser

48.04

20.17

2.38

F

Sig.

240.28 100.91 .000

.85

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 24 illustrates that there was not a significant difference in mean scores
between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = .169. However, there were
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significant differences between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Program (3),
p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .00. The participants rated their knowledge in
the content of Budget Operations significantly higher than the degree to which their
program prepared them for this content area. They also rated their skill in the content area
of Budget Operations significantly higher than the degree to which their program
prepared them for this content area.

Table 24
Budget Operations Bonferroni
(I)
Focus

1
2
3

(J)
Focus

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

2

.26

.13

.169

.44
.13
.46
.44
.46

.000
.169
.000
.000
.000

3
1
3
1
2

*

4.74
-.26
4.47*
-4.74*
-4.47*

95% Confidence Interval
for Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-.08
.60
3.58
-.60
3.26
-5.89
-5.69

5.89
.08
5.69
-3.58
-3.26

Crisis Response. Table 25 concentrates on school counselor directors’ ability to
respond to a crisis situation as exemplified by questions 12 and 13 on the national survey.
Question 12 regarded the school counselor directors’ ability to assist school counselors in
supporting students, teachers, and administrators in coping with stressors to promote a
positive school climate. Question 13 was directed at the coordination of a crisis response
team. The aggregate mean scores for the Crisis Response question are present in Table
25. The mean scores for Questions 12 and 13 in both the Knowledge and Skill areas
64

range from 4.5-4.2, indicating an adequate to expert level of proficiency. The mean
scores in the Program area for both questions were the highest of all the content areas and
ranged from 3.15-2.95. Although the mean scores in the Program area on Question 12
remained below 4.0, 60% of the participants responded that they believe their preparation
program adequately prepared them for crisis response.

Table 25
Crisis Response Descriptive Statistics by Question
Knowledge

Skill

Program

Mean

Variance

SD

Mean

Variance

SD

Mean

Variance

SD

Question 12

4.35

0.34

0.59

4.25

0.62

0.79

3.15

1.29

1.14

Question 13

4.53

0.37

0.61

4.2

1.22

1.11

2.95

1.31

1.15

A Repeated Measures One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted
to determine if there were significant differences among the three focus areas,
Knowledge, Skill, and Program, within the Crisis Response content area. This content
area included questions 12 and 13 on the national survey. Participants’ scores were
summed for each question by focus area. The range when questions 12 and 13 were
combined for this each focus area is 2-10. The mean score for the Knowledge focus area
is 8.89. The mean score for the Skill focus area is 8.47. The mean score for the Program
area is 6.00. Table 26 depicts the mean, standard deviation, and sample size by focus
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area. One participant did not respond to all questions within this content area and
therefore was removed from analysis.

Table 26
Crisis Response Descriptive Statistics by Focus Area
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Crisis Response Knowledge (1)

8.89

1.05

19

Crisis Response Skill (2)

8.47

1.74

19

Crisis Response Program (3)

6.00

2.11

19

There was a significant difference, (F(1.15, 20.66) = 23.33, p < 0.05), in the mean
scores among the Knowledge, Skill, and Program focus areas within the Crisis Response
content area. Table 27 depicts the results of the Greenhouse-Geisser corrected ANOVA.

Table 27
Crisis Response ANOVA
Source

Focus

Sphericity Assumed
Greenhouse-Geisser

Error(Focus) Sphericity Assumed
Greenhouse-Geisser

Type III
Sum of
Squares
92.95
92.95

2
1.15

Partial
Eta
Squared
46.47 23.33 .000
.56
80.97 23.33 .000
.56

71.72
71.72

36
20.66

1.99
3.47
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df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was conducted to determine which specific means
differed. Table 28 illustrates that there was not a significant difference in mean scores
between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Skill (2), p = .170. However, there were
significant differences between the focus areas of Knowledge (1) and Program (3),
p = .00, and Skill (2) and Program (3), p = .002. The participants rated their knowledge in
the content of Crisis Response significantly higher than the degree to which their
program prepared them for this content area. They also rated their skill in the content area
of Crisis Response significantly higher than the degree to which their program prepared
them for this content area.

Table 28
Crisis Response Bonferroni
(I) Focus (J) Focus

1
2
3

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

.42

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
for Difference

2
3
1
3
1

.21

.170

Lower
Bound
-.13

Upper
Bound
.96

*

2.90
-.42
2.47*
-2.90*

.48
.21
.60
.48

.000
.170
.002
.000

1.62
-.97
.91
-4.17

4.17
.13
4.04
-1.62

2

-2.47*

.60

.002

-4.04

-.91

Thus, the analysis of the quantitative data from the national survey had similar
results as the qualitative component of this study. Regardless of the content area, the
participants responded that they had a higher level of knowledge than performed skill.
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Additionally, the participants’ mean Likert ratings were lower regarding their preparation
program than their knowledge or performed skill.
Research question 3. How do factors including the number of years as a school
counselor, the number of years as a school counselor director, and the type of education
received impact Research Questions 1 and 2? This question was explored using
quantitative methods. The number of years as a school counselor was divided into two
groups: zero-to-five years and more than five years. This division was based upon the
estimated date of implementation of the ASCA National Model (2005) in school
counselor preparation programs and in K-12 school settings. The number of years as a
school counselor director was divided into two groups: zero-to-five years and more than
five years. This division was also based upon the estimated date of implementation of the
ASCA National Model (2005) in school counselor preparation programs and in K-12
school settings. The type of education received was divided into three factors were:
Advanced Counseling, Educational Leadership, and Other.
Upon analysis of the national survey, the researcher was unable to answer this
research question. There were two factors that hindered this exploration. First, the sample
size of 20 participants impacted the amount of possible responses. As a result, the
diversity of participants was limited. There was not substantial variance among the
participants regarding the number of years of experience as a school counselor or school
counselor director. The mean number of years of experience as a school counselor was
12. Only one participant had fewer than five years of experience and two participants
reported more than 20 years of experience as a school counselor. Although the
participants reported less experience as a school counselor director, the mean was seven
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years of experience. The range in this category was also broad. Two participants reported
having fewer than two years and one participant reported 29 years of experience as a
school counselor director. In regards to the type of education received, it was unanimous
that the participants had obtained a graduate degree in school counseling and advanced
education in Educational Leadership. Table 29 illustrates the data.

Table 29
Descriptive Statistics by Years of Experience
Experience as a School Counselor

Experience as a
School Counselor Director

7

37.22

6.1

Range

4-24

Std.
Deviation

Range

5.38

Variance

Std.
Deviation

28.95

Mean

Variance

Mean
12

1-29

Research Question 4. Research question four concerns what current counselor
educators believe are the opportunities or limitations to meet the educational needs of
school counselor directors. This question was explored using qualitative methods. Data
from the transcription of the focus group were analyzed using coding, categorizing, and
memoing methods. The counselor educators discussed the lack of interaction between
counseling programs, either at the master’s or doctoral level, and educational leadership
and administration programs. They stated that the demand of meeting accreditation
requirements while simultaneously competing with other programs regarding financial
and time commitments limits cross curricular opportunities. However, the participants
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acknowledged the need for addressing the dearth of adequate educational opportunities in
the specialized area of school counselor leadership. The counselor educators suggested a
dedicated curriculum path that incorporates both advanced counseling and educational
leadership and administration courses. They stated that a program of studies should be
established and remain uniformed and consistent but the method of delivery, such as
traditional or web-based, and the type of program, such as a certification track, Education
Specialist degree, or elective focus within a doctoral program, should remain flexible to
meet the needs of the university implementing the program. Lastly, the counselor
educators affirmed that if a university already offers programs in counselor education and
educational leadership and administration, developing and implementing a hybrid
program targeting the education and training of school counselor directors should not
drain financial or faculty resources.
Research Question 5. Given synthesized findings from Research Questions 1-4,
the following question was generated: What pedagogy and clinical training would a
model program that trained school counselor directors include? The resulting product is a
proposed model for educating and training school counselor directors. The three themes
that surfaced from the reoccurring categories were: (a) role of the school counselor
director, (b) lack of congruence between the education received and needed knowledge
and skills, and (c) suggestions for an educational model. These final themes are the
foundation of the model for educating and training school counselor directors. The
researcher will provide a detailed narrative of each of these themes, as well as, an outline
of a model for educating and training school counselor directors in chapter 5.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion, Limitations, and Recommendations
Introduction
This study explored school counselor directors’ educational training experiences,
as well as what they believe are the requisite knowledge and skills to be an effective
school counselor director. This study attempted to take the initial steps to address this
issue by examining the experiences of school counselor directors and the current formal
education and training available to school counselors who are pursuing this position to
better understand if there is congruence between the knowledge and skills needed and the
existing opportunities to obtain them. The components of this chapter will review the
synthesized findings of this study, offer a recommended model for a school counselor
leadership certification program, discuss the limitations of this study, and offer
recommendations for future research.
Among other responsibilities, school counselor directors are critical to the
development, implementation, and maintenance of comprehensive school counseling
programs within elementary, middle, and secondary schools. Comprehensive school
counseling programs significantly influence each child’s development academically,
vocationally, and socially (Beale, 2004; Borders & Drury, 1992; Poynton et al., 2006;
Whitson & Sexton, 1998). Although school counselor directors have an essential role in
K-12 education, there is a dearth in literature about the education and training for this
position. Consequently, this study attempted to contribute to the body of knowledge in
school counselor leadership by investigating areas of school counseling and educational
leadership and administration that provides advocacy, leadership, and supervision to
professional school counselors.
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The American Counseling Association (ACA), the American School Counselor
Association (ASCA), and the Association for Counselor Education and Supervision
(ACES) have addressed the need for supervision in their respective ethical guidelines by
stating that supervisors must receive sufficient training in supervision skills, practices,
and techniques (ACA, 2005; ACES, 1993, 2011; ASCA, 2004, 2010). Additionally,
ASCA has provided a rationale for school counselor directors, as well as a description of
the roles and functions of this vital position (ASCA, 2013). In spite of direct and repeated
statements from national organizations regarding the necessity of exemplary leadership
and supervision in school counseling, as well as obligations for training if one is
providing these services, national standards have not been established defining the
requirements for educating and training a school counselor director.
This study applied a mixed-method research design to explore the research
questions, using both qualitative and quantitative methods of collecting, analyzing, and
representing data. Qualitative methods were used to initiate the research study and were
then triangulated with quantitative methods to offer evidentiary support of the findings
and strengthen the validity of the study. Primarily, this study explored the following
research questions:
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 examined what knowledge and skills are needed to be an
effective school counselor director. The analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data
establishes that knowledge and skills in the following seven content areas are required to
be an effective school counselor director:
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(1) The ASCA National Model: The ASCA National Model is the foundation of
the professional school counselor. It provides a framework for comprehensive counseling
programs, guidelines for school counselor roles, and standards for the evaluation of
school counselors. Although school counselors are well-trained in using the ASCA
National Model to structure their comprehensive counseling programs, school counselor
directors must learn how to modify its use to be the framework of their leadership model.
Several researchers have studied the positive impacts of using the ASCA National
Model to develop comprehensive school counseling programs, however there is a lack of
literature regarding school counselor directors using the ASCA National Model as the
framework for their leadership model (Beale, 2005; Poynton et al., 2006; Sink, 2009;
Studer & Oberman, 2006). An excerpt of supporting data for the use of the ASCA
National Model from the personal journals states, “it is plain to see how the ASCA
National Model is infused in everything. It is in the department’s school counseling
mission, on the department’s webpage, in their handbook.” The outcomes of the data
from the focus group and national survey also concur with the literature published by
ASCA regarding using the ASCA National Model as vital role of a school counselor
director. Given these results, it appears that the ASCA National Model content area
should be infused throughout multiple courses in the proposed model of educating and
training school counselor directors.
(2) Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors: Advocating for school
counselors is an important responsibility of a school counselor director. In an era of
accountability, it is vital that school counselors and school counselor directors utilize data
to demonstrate the positive impact that school counselors have on the students in their
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schools. School counselors are currently being asked to assess the outcomes of their
comprehensive school counseling programs to demonstrate that they positively impact
student academic performance. These program assessments will allow school counselors
to determine the most effective interventions and provide evidence that they are a vital
component to the academic advancement of students and be able to effectively advocate
for their programs.
Although school counselors are expected to advocate for their comprehensive
school counseling programs with their building administrators, school counselor directors
should be responsible for advocating systemically at the school district, state, or national
level (Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007; Lee & Goodnough, 2007). An excerpt of
supporting data from the focus group for this content area states, “I proved my point by
my data. My data sold my story and finally he said, ‘Okay, you win.’ So to me that
speaks volumes by being able to support it.” The outcomes of the data from the personal
journals and national survey also concur with the literature published by ASCA regarding
a school counselor director’s role in using data as a means to advocate for school
counselors. Therefore, it is recommended that coursework that specifically targets how to
obtain and analyze evidenced-based outcome data for school counseling should be an
integral part of this leadership curriculum.
(3) Clinical Supervision: Providing clinical supervision, as opposed to
administrative supervision, is central to the support of both novice and experienced
school counselors. It not only assists in the development of professional identity, but also
aids the school counselor in identification and intervention of students’ presenting
problems. Several studies state that while only 20 to 30% of school counselors receive
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clinical supervision, the majority of school counselors are eager to participate in it (Page,
Pietrzak, & Sutton 2001; Roberts & Borders, 1994; Sutton & Page, 1994).
The development of school-counseling-specific models of clinical supervision
such as Luke and Bernard’s (2006) School Counselor Supervision Model, Wood and
Rayle’s (2006) Goals, Roles, Functions, and Systems Model, and Peterson and
Deuschle’s (2006) model provides an avenue for effective supervision practices, however
this study indicates that school counselor directors are not receiving training in using
these models when supervising school counselors. An excerpt of supporting data from the
focus group for the use of clinical supervision states, “And I mean you could mark down
that they (a premier center that provides services for the prevention of child abuse) have
the golden rule of supervision and I won’t get into how they do it but they really do it
well. And as a result their people they know how to get supervision. They know what it’s
for. It’s non-threatening. It’s supportive and they seek it out because it’s not a ‘you’re in
trouble because you screwed up’ kind of supervision. It’s ‘we have supervision that’s part
of it and everybody needs supervision.’” The outcomes of the data from the personal
journals and national survey also concur with the literature published by ASCA regarding
providing school-counseling-specific clinical supervision is a vital role of a school
counselor director. This content area would be addressed by establishing a specific course
that focuses on clinical supervision in the proposed model of educating and training
school counselor directors.
(4) Professional Development: Offering professional development opportunities
to both school counselors and other school stakeholders on common students’ presentingproblems such as conflict resolution, character development, child abuse, and suicide
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ideation, provides “best practice” strategies to educators. Additionally, providing
professional development on the role and function of school counselors, based on the
ASCA National Model, promotes the most effective use of school counselors (House &
Hayses, 2002; Lee & Goodnough, 2007; Whitson & Sexton, 1998). An excerpt of
supporting data from the personal journals regarding a school counselor director’s
responsibility to provide professional development states “The school counselor directors
are charged with educating all of the administrators within the district on child abuse and
suicide. This opportunity allows the school counselors to educate the administrators on
these crucial topics, as well as how school counselors can be instrumental in the
intervention process.” The outcomes of the data from the focus group, and national
survey also concur with the literature published by ASCA regarding providing
professional development is a vital role of a school counselor director. The Professional
Development content area should be infused throughout multiple courses in the proposed
model of educating and training school counselor directors. Students should also
demonstrate involvement in professional organizations and present at local, regional, or
national conferences as a requirement of certification to expand their content knowledge
of current counseling interventions and school counseling ethics, as well as establish vital
supportive networks with counseling peers and supervisors.
(5) Evaluation of School Counselors: Advocating for the evaluation of school
counselors based on the ASCA National Model is a crucial component of school
counselor directors’ advocacy for the most effective use of school counselors. Negative
issues may arise if there is a lack of synchronization among a school counselor’s
performed role, the standards by which they are evaluated, and the ASCA National
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Model (Henderson & Lampe, 1992). An excerpt of supporting data from the openresponses on the national survey states, “So, one of the things I do is evaluate the
counselors in my district. It is actually one of the things I had to fight for. I mean before I
did the evaluations, the principals were doing them and it was all wrong because the
evaluations weren’t based on ASCA. Evaluations are one of the most time consuming
things I do but it is best for the counselors and ultimately the students.” The outcomes of
the data from the personal journals and focus group also concur with the literature
published by ASCA regarding the school counselor director’s role in the evaluation of
school counselors within their district. This content area should be infused throughout the
curriculum and should be an applied component of the leadership internship in the
proposed model of educating and training school counselor directors to reinforce a
structure in which those who are most knowledgeable about how to best utilize school
counselors are involved in the hiring and evaluation process of school counselors.
(6) Budget Operations: One responsibility of school counselor directors is seeking
grant funding and maintaining an operating budget for their department. Although school
counselor directors are required to manage the financial aspects of their department, they
often receive minimal to no training in this crucial area. Instead, they may receive
training in budget operations at the building-level as it relates to a specific school.
However, seeking funding for and managing an operating budget at the buildinglevel and district-departmental level are different (Sergiovanni, 1998). The outcomes of
the data from the personal journals, focus group, and national survey concur with the
literature published by ASCA regarding the school counselor director’s role in seeking
funding and maintaining an operational budget for their department. An excerpt of
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supporting data from the focus group on school counselor directors experience with
training in educational finance states, “And I hadn’t had any classes or anything about
that and my mentor was gone and pretty much the person in charge said, ‘okay here. This
is it. Go do it!’ I had to go figure out where the money came from. People didn’t know. I
didn’t have a clue what I was doing. I had to figure it out on my own. And so that’s what
I did. There was money that even my boss didn’t know about. He said, ‘You got 30
thousand dollars. I don’t know where it came from or what it is.’ I didn’t have a clue
either so it was basically me calling and trying to figure it out but I did it. I learned a lot
about grants.” The outcomes of the data from the personal journals and national survey
also concur with the literature published by ASCA regarding the school counselor
director’s role in maintaining an operational budget for their department. This content
area could be addressed by establishing a specific course that focuses on school finance
and grant proposal writing in the proposed model of educating and training school
counselor directors.
(7) Crisis Response: Crisis response has become a prevalent issue within schools
throughout the past two decades. School counselor directors and school counselors are
often active participants in both the immediate and residual response plans when a crisis
occurs. Although school counselors may receive graduate education in crisis intervention
tactics, the training is often focused on providing generic crisis intervention counseling in
mental health rather than the specific kinds of crises that occur in educational settings.
Additionally, the introductory course that is taught at the master’s level does not
including training on how to develop and implement a system-wide crisis intervention
and response plan which is essential for school counselor directors (Kerr, 2009; Poland &
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McCormick, 1999). An excerpt of supporting data from the open-ended responses on the
national survey regarding school counselor directors’ involvement in crisis intervention
states, “We had a crisis a few years ago at one of the schools that affected our whole
district. The thing is the school where the crisis actually occurred did a pretty good job of
handling it, but when it became a district issue, we really didn’t have a system in place to
deal with that. The district seemed to have a plan to handle the PR of a scandal but not a
crisis.” The outcomes of the data from the personal journals and focus group also concur
with the literature published by ASCA regarding the school counselor director’s role in
developing and implementing a crisis response plan for their district. This content area
should be addressed by establishing a specific course that focuses on how to organize and
coordinate a crisis intervention plan within an educational setting.
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 inquired about the degree of congruency between the
educational training received by school counselor directors and the needed knowledge
and skills to be effective in their position. The seven knowledge and skills content areas
that emerged via Research Question 1 were used to answer this research question. The
analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data establishes that there are significant
differences between the educational training received by school counselor directors and
the needed knowledge and skills to be effective in their position.
The analysis of the qualitative data suggests that two content areas, the ASCA
National Model and Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors, were included
in the school counseling preparation program. Two content areas, Professional
Development and Crisis Response, were included in both the school counseling and

79

educational leadership and administration preparation programs. However, three content
areas, Clinical Supervision, Evaluation of School Counselors, and Budget Operations,
either received minimal attention or were ignored by both the counseling and educational
leadership programs.
The analysis of the quantitative data suggests that there are significant differences
among the focus areas of Knowledge, Skill and Program for three content areas, the
ASCA National Model, Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors, and Clinical
Supervision. Additionally, there are significant differences between the focus areas of
Knowledge and Program, as well as Skill and Program in the remaining four content
areas: Professional Development, Evaluation of School Counselors, Budget Operations,
and Crisis Response. Although participants rated the Crisis Response content area the
highest regarding the degree of program preparation, the mean score was 3.05, indicating
that participants believe that their preparation program did not adequately prepare them to
be competent in this area. Participants also rated the Budget Operations content area the
lowest, with a mean score of 1.78, regarding the degree of program preparation indicating
that they did not feel even minimally prepared for this skill.
Although it is clear that the participants perceive a lack of congruence between
the requisite knowledge and skills to be an effective school counselor director and the
degree to which their educational programs prepared them for these knowledge and
skills, it is not uncommon for novice professionals feel ill-prepared for their position.
Studies have shown that assistance is needed to support the transition from novice
professional to skilled professional. Factors that impact this critical adjustment phase
include confidence of counseling skills, perception of support from peers and supervisors,
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and formation of professional identity (Brott & Myers, 1999). Desmond, West, and
Bubenzer (2006) explored school counselors’ experiences during their transition of
becoming a professional school counselor. This qualitative study recognized the positive
impact of supervision and mentorship in assisting in the adjustment phase. Desmond and
associates also acknowledged the value of mentorship for novice professionals.
Congruent with what neophyte counselors reported in the foregoing study,
participants in the focus group verbalized benefiting from establishing relationships with
mentors during their first several years as a school counselor director. Although the data
collected from the open-response questions on the national survey also implied that the
participants benefited from mentorship, it was not as prevalent as in the focus group with
four of the total sample stating that they were mentored as a neophyte school counselor
director.
Research Question 3
Research question 3 concerned how factors, including the number of years as a
school counselor, the number of years as a school counselor director, and the type of
education received, impact a current school counselor director’s beliefs regarding
Research Questions 1 and 2. Unfortunately, there were two factors that thwarted
answering this question.
First, the limited number of participants in the national survey, a sample size of
20, restricted the number of possible responses impacting the diversity of responses. As a
result, there was not significant variance among participants regarding the number of
years as a school counselor or school counselor director. Only one participant reported
having fewer than five years of experience as a school counselor. Two participants
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reported having more than 20 years of experience as a school counselor. The mean
number of years of experience as a school counselor was 12 years. Although participants
reported less experience as a school counselor director when compared to their
experience as a school counselor, there was still not sufficient variance among the
respondents to conduct a valid statistical analysis of these variables. The mean number of
years of experience as a school counselor director was seven years. The range of
experience was also broad. Two participants reported having fewer than two years of
experience and one participant reported 29 years of experience as a school counselor
director.
Second, all participants reported obtaining education in both advanced counseling
and educational leadership. Although this lack of diversity prevented further analysis
regarding how the factors of years of experience as a school counselor, years of
experience as a school counselor director, and type of education impacted the
participants’ beliefs regarding Research Questions 1 and 2, it indicates that the majority
of participants were not only experienced school counselors and school counselor
directors but they also received graduate-level education and training in both school
counseling and educational leadership.
Research Question 4
Research question 4 explored what current counselor educators believe are the
opportunities or limitations to meet the educational needs of school counselor directors.
The qualitative data from the focus group indicates that counselor educators acknowledge
a lack of collaboration between counseling programs and educational leadership and
administration programs. The participants indicated that they believe that it would be
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difficult to establish collaboration between a school counseling master’s program and the
educational leadership and administration program due to the demands of each program’s
need to meet accreditation requirements. The focus group was concerned that while
integrating administrators and counselors in graduate programmatic activities was
extremely important, they were concerned that the possibility of extending these
programs to increase the cross-curricular collaboration of the two professions might be
problematic due to additional financial and time commitments required for this level of
interaction.
However, the counselor educators did verbalize the necessity for remedying the
lack of adequate educational and training opportunities in the specialized field of school
counselor leadership. An excerpt of data from the focus group states, “Well, if it was a
certificate program it would have an overarching theme and it would be different so just
because I’m taking a class in leadership and it’s focused on budgets, by the culmination
of my studies I’m going to understand how it’s all going to fit together and perhaps
there’d be some sort of some sort of capstone or internship course in there where you
really do synthesize all this information across the different courses.” The participants
discussed various options that would address this issue. They suggested that a program of
studies be established and remain consistent across universities. The participants also
suggested that the method of delivery, such as traditional or web-based, and the type of
program, such as a certification track, degree, or elective focus within a degree program,
should be determined by the university implementing the program. They also stated that
if a university currently offers a doctoral degree in counselor education and an
educational leadership and administration program, then creating and implementing a
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hybrid program that would fulfill the needs of a school counselor leadership certification
program should not drain financial or faculty resources.
Research Question 5
Research question 5 synthesized findings from Research Questions 1-4, to
investigate the pedagogy and clinical training needed for a model program that trains
school counselor directors. Upon the completion of data analysis for Research Questions
1-4, three themes emerged that influence the pedagogy and clinical training for a school
counseling leadership model program. The three themes that emerged were: role of the
school counselor director, incongruence between the education received and the needed
knowledge and skills, and suggestions for an educational model. These themes are the
underpinnings of the model for educating and training school counselor directors.
Role of the school counselor director. The first underpinning of the school
counselor leadership educational model is the role of the school counselor director which
was established via qualitative data from the researcher’s personal journals, the focus
group, and the document analysis and was addressed in Research Question 1. The
consensus is that a school counselor director must possess the knowledge and skills to
perform their role in the following seven areas: (a) use of the ASCA National Model, (b)
ability to use data to advocate locally and nationally for school counselors, (c) provide
clinical supervision, (d) offer professional development to stakeholders, (e) involvement
in hiring and evaluating school counselors, (f) maintain an operating budget, and (g)
involvement in crisis response. From the data, it seems imperative that a model for school
counselor leadership preparation program should encompass these seven content areas in
their education and training. Several of these content areas could be developed into
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graduate courses, while other content areas could be infused throughout the coursework
and clinical training.
Incongruence between the education received and the needed knowledge and
skills. The second underpinning of the school counselor leadership educational model is
the incongruence between the education received and the needed knowledge and skills to
become a school counselor director. An excerpt of supporting data from the focus group
regarding the level of congruence between the education and training school counselors
received and the requisite knowledge and skills to be a school counselor director states,
“It was more focused on administrators and when I say administrators I mean principals
and it really didn’t have that counseling administrator piece. It was more focused on a
principal administrator.”
The analysis of both qualitative and quantitative data from Research Question 2
confirms that there are significant differences between the educational training received
by school counselor directors and the requisite knowledge and skills to be effective in
their position. The qualitative data analysis shows that four of the content areas: ASCA
National Model, Data as a Means to Advocate for School Counselors, Professional
Development, and Crisis Response were addressed by either or both of their preparation
programs. The data analysis also shows that three of the content areas, Clinical
Supervision, Evaluation of School Counselors, and Budget Operations, received minimal
attention or were ignored by both programs. However, the quantitative data analysis
demonstrates that there are significant differences between the participants’ knowledge in
these content areas and the degree to which their programs prepared them, as well as the

85

participants’ ability to perform skills in these content areas and the degree to which their
programs prepared them across all seven content areas.
Suggestions for an educational model. The third underpinning of the school
counselor leadership educational model is the participants’ suggestions for this model.
Participants in both the focus group and national survey offered multiple
recommendations regarding developing and implementing a school counseling leadership
program. The participants suggested that the program be a hybrid of advanced school
counseling and educational leadership and administration. They stated that courses in
clinical supervision, educational policy/law, budgeting/grant writing, crisis response, and
advanced counseling would be beneficial. The participants also discussed at length the
need for a leadership internship with a current school counselor director. The participants
stated that they believe those courses and internship experience would establish an
effective program of studies for school counselor directors. They also noted that it may
be advantageous for the program to remain flexible so that it can meet the needs of the
university that will be implementing it. Therefore, one university may offer this program
as an Education Specialist degree in a web-based format and another university may offer
it as a certification track in a traditional in-class format.
A Recommended Model for School Counselor Leadership
From the foregoing data, the researcher is proposing a School Counselor
Leadership Certification that endorses the recipient to serve as a director, administrator,
manager, or supervisor of school counseling services for elementary, middle, and high
schools within a public or private school district. The School Counselor Leadership
Certification fuses the fields of school counseling and educational leadership and
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administration. This hybrid program recognizes that knowledge and skills from both
disciplines are required to be a successful leader in this specialized field. Graduates of the
program would be able to:


Use the ASCA descriptions of the role and function of a school counselor
director/coordinator as the foundation of their school counselor leadership
program



Demonstrate a working knowledge of essential school counseling theories and
standards grounded in the ASCA National Model



Utilize school-counseling-specific theories to provide clinical supervision to
school counselors



Demonstrate a working knowledge of educational policies and laws as it relates to
the field of school counseling



Provide professional development in school counseling issues to district and
community stakeholders



Develop a crisis prevention and response plan for individual schools or an entire
school system



Use data to advocate locally, regionally, and nationally for school counselors.

Proposed program admission requirements. To be admitted to the School
Counselor Leadership Certification Program the following conditions should be met as
advocated by the focus group:


Master’s degree in school counselor or a related counseling field from an
accredited college or university
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Hold a state license or certification in school counseling OR be a National
Certified School Counselor (NCSC).

Proposed program of Studies. The following courses are required to complete the
School Counselor Leadership Certification. The 21-hour certification program may be
incorporated into a degree program such as a doctoral, education specialist, or master’s
degree. It may also be pursued as an individual program. Table 30 depicts the courses
that must be completed to fulfill the requirements of the School Counselor Leadership
Certification:

Table 30
School Counselor Leadership Certification Program of Studies
Course

Number of Credit Hours

Advanced Counseling Techniques

3

Clinical Supervision

3

Educational Policy/Law and Ethics

3

Budget Operations/Grant Proposal
Writing
Crisis Intervention in Education

3

Leadership Internship

6

3

Advanced counseling theories. The Advanced Counseling Techniques course
should expand upon the course in basic counseling techniques offered at the master’slevel. This course should review advanced counseling theories and techniques.
Additionally, this course should provide experiential opportunities in both individual and
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group counseling situations where students could implement the skills they have learned
with appropriate age groups that deal with the developmental issues commonly
experienced in the social, personal, and academic development of children and
adolescents.
Clinical supervision. The Clinical Supervision course should differentiate
between administrative and clinical supervision. It should introduce students to a variety
of theories and models of clinical supervision. Models of clinical supervision specifically
developed for supervision of school counselors within a K-12 educational environment
such as Luke and Bernard’s (2006), Wood and Rayle’s (2006), and Peterson and
Deuschle’s (2006) models should be included in the course. This course should also have
a substantial application component where they will gain experience providing clinical
supervision to students in master’s-level school counseling practicum courses. During the
application portion of this course, students should receive individual and group clinical
supervision to ensure that they are providing adequate clinical supervision to the
master’s-level school counseling practicum students they are serving.
Educational policy/law and ethics. The Educational Policy/Law and Ethics
course should be specifically targeted to understand and be able to follow the national
and state laws that impact K-12 schools and the minors that attend them and the rights
and duties of their guardians. This course should also provide an in-depth review and
understanding of both ACA and the ASCA ethical standards. Common legal and ethical
dilemmas that occur in the field of primary and secondary education should be practiced
through role plays and tabletop exercises. These experiential activities should be critiqued
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by professionals with experience in handling typical legal and ethical dilemmas that
confront school counselor directors.
Budget operations/grant proposal writing. The Budget Operations/Grant
Proposal Writing course should introduce students to issues regarding educational
finance. Students should gain knowledge and skill in seeking and securing financial
resources to effectively administer and operate their programs. They should also learn
how to develop and maintain an operational budget for their department. The application
component of this course should be for students to develop a proposed operational budget
for their department.
Crisis intervention in education. The Crisis Intervention in Education course
should build upon the basic skills of crisis intervention developed in a master’s-level
course. This course should expand the student’s knowledge and skill in crisis intervention
by focusing on how to organize and coordinate systemic crisis intervention plans targeted
specifically for schools and school systems. Students should be able to review and
critique existing crisis response plans to determine the plan’s level of potential
effectiveness. This course should also address a school counselor director’s role in
training school counselors on the techniques of crisis intervention. Supervision of crisis
responses teams should be an integral part of this course. The application component of
this course should be for students to develop a crisis intervention and response plan for a
school district and present it in a mock professional training situation.
Leadership internship. The Leadership Internship course should be the
application component of this certification program. Interns enrolled in this course should
receive on-site supervision by a school counselor director, as well as supervision from the
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instructor of the course. Interns should work closely with the school counselor director to
develop the knowledge and skills needed to adequately perform the responsibilities of the
position. Specific attention should be given to the seven knowledge and skills content
areas (1) using the ASCA National Model as a foundation for their leadership program,
(2) using data as a means to advocate for school counselors, (3) providing clinical
supervision to school counselors, (4) providing professional development to school
counselors, school administrators and staff, and community stakeholders, (5) evaluating
school counselors, (6) managing a department operational budget, and (7) organizing a
district-wide crisis intervention and response plan. Interns should assist in mentoring
school counselors and developing relationships with educational and community
stakeholders. When appropriate, interns should function as a school counselor director in
day-to-day activities.
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
Even though this exploratory pilot study has initiated the process of inquiry in the
field of school counselor leadership, there are several issues that could be addressed to
strengthen the findings and to continue the investigation. Additional research studies
could be conducted to address the limitations of this current study. There is a specific
need to broaden the diversity of participants which would expand the understanding of
school counselor directors’ experiences regarding their education and training. Although
the current study included school counselor directors from both public and private
schools, as well as contained participants from every major geographical region in the
United States, the limited number of participants hinders the generalizability of the
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findings on the national survey. Additionally, because the data was self-reported by
participants, their experiences and opinions may change with time.
Future research is also warranted for successful implementation of the school
counselor leadership certification program proposed in this current research study. There
are several issues that need to be considered. Two critical issues that need to be addressed
are the process of implementing certification programs within the fields of K-12
education and counseling at a university and the process of enacting policy change
regarding credential requirements for school counselor directors. A longitudinal study
may be needed to address this issue. Specifically, partnerships would need to be
developed among universities, school systems, and the governing body controlling the
policy change. Although the initial implementation of the school counselor leadership
certification program may exist as a pilot program between a single university and school
system or limited group of school systems, a major criticism of this current study is the
lack of state or national standards in school counselor leadership. Therefore, the ultimate
goal of a future longitudinal study would be to rectify this by establishing state or
national standards for educating and training school counselor directors.
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Appendix A
Focus Group Guide

Principal Investigator: Welcome, introductions, and objective of focus group
All: Introduction: Name, position, and years of experience at current position
1) Prompt for school counseling directors (SCD): What was your journey to your
current position: education, training (both via graduate program and “on the job”
in other positions)
a. Prompt for SCD: What specialized education/training was required for
your current position?
b. Prompt for all: How connected do you feel the counseling program
is/should be to this educational path?
2) Prompt for SCD: Please describe your role/duties as SCD
a. Prompt for SCD: How do these match up to the role/duties set forth by
ASCA
3) Prompt for SCD: Do you feel that your formal education and training was a “best
practices” fit for your current role?
4) Prompt for SCD: How do you think a university could best prepare a student for
this career path?
a. Prompt for all: What are the obstacles for implementing such a
program?
b. Prompt for all: How could the two entities work together to provide a
student this “best practices” path?
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Appendix B
National Survey

Please provide the following demographic information.
Gender: __________
Race: __________
Age: __________
State in which you are a school counselor director: __________
Type of credentials (degree, license, certification, or training) your district requires to
obtain the position of school counselor director:
________________________________________________________________________
Number of years as a school counselor: __________
Number of years as a school counselor director: __________
Type of preparation program: (Please select all that apply)
Counseling

Educational Leadership/Administration

Bachelor’s

Bachelor’s

Master’s

Master’s

Education Specialist

Education Specialist

Doctorate

Doctorate

Other __________

Other __________

Other
___________

Please answer the following questions regarding your position as a school counselor
director. Each question has three parts.

1. A. I understand how to assist school counselors in using the ASCA National Model ®
3rd Ed. to develop, implement, and evaluate a comprehensive school counseling
program at their school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5

4

3

2

1
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B. I assist school counselors in using the ASCA National Model ® 3rd Ed. to develop,
implement, and evaluate a comprehensive school counseling program at their school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

2. A. I understand how to provide leadership in the evaluation process to ensure school
counselor performance appraisal is aligned with the appropriate role of the
professional school counselor.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I provide leadership in the evaluation process to ensure school counselor
performance appraisal is aligned with the appropriate role of the professional school
counselor.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

3. A. I understand how to use data to politically advocate at the local, regional, and
national level for policies and procedures that support the needs of students and
school counselors.
Strongly Agree
5

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1
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B. I use data to politically advocate at the local, regional, and national level for
policies and procedures that support the needs of students and school counselors.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

4. A. I understand the knowledge and skills necessary in hiring qualified, diverse
professional school counselors.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I possess the knowledge and skills necessary in hiring qualified, diverse
professional school counselors.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

5. A. I understand how to provide clinical supervision to school counselors.
Strongly Agree
5

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

B. I provide clinical supervision to school counselors.
Strongly Agree
5

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1
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C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?

6

Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

A. I understand how to ensure regularly scheduled professional development for
school counselors.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I ensure regularly scheduled professional development for school counselors.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?

7

Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

A. I understand how to collaborate with a university and school counselors within my
district regarding the supervision of school counseling practicum/internship students.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I collaborate with a university and school counselors within my district regarding
the supervision of school counseling practicum/internship students.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1
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8

A. I understand how to seek funding for the implementation of school counseling
services.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I seek funding for the implementation of school counseling services.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?

9

Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

A. I understand how to assist school counselors in coordinating the integration of
school counseling programs with the total educational curriculum of the school
district and state.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I assist school counselors in coordinating the integration of school counseling
programs with the total educational curriculum of the school district and state.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1
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10 A. I understand how to utilize a theory of clinical supervision that specifically
addresses the unique needs of school counseling supervision.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I utilize a theory of clinical supervision that specifically addresses the unique
needs of school counseling supervision.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

11 A. I understand how to assist school counselors to participate in leadership teams at
their school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I assist school counselors to participate in leadership teams at their school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1
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12 A. I understand how to assist the school counselors in my district as they support the
teachers, staff, and administrators in coping with stressors to promote a positive
school climate.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I assist the school counselors in my district as they support the teachers, staff, and
administrators in coping with stressors to promote a positive school climate.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

13 A. I understand how to coordinate a crisis response team for schools within my
district.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I coordinate a crisis response team for schools within my district.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1
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14 A. I understand how to conduct research to improve the effectiveness of
comprehensive school counseling programs.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I conduct research to improve the effectiveness of comprehensive school
counseling programs.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

15 A. I understand how successfully manage an operating budget.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

B. I successfully manage an operating budget.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

16. A. I understand how to use the ASCA National Model ® 3rd Ed. as the foundation of
my position as a school counselor director.
Strongly Agree
5

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1
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B. I use the ASCA National Model ® 3rd Ed. as the foundation of my position as a
school counselor director.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

3

2

1

5

C. To what extent did your preparation program prepare you for this skill?
Expertly

Adequately

Neutral

Minimally

Not At All

5

4

3

2

1

Please answer the following questions in the space provided.
1. What would have helped you in your preparation program to better train you for the
position of school counselor director?

2. Please describe the type of supervision or mentoring you received to prepare you for
the position of school counselor director.

3. Are there other issues not covered in this survey that you think needs to be addressed
regarding the role or training of a school counselor director? If so, please describe.
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